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Professor of Educational Technology 







Assessment has a strong impact on students’ study and performance (Ramsden, 1997, Black & 
William, 1998). This paper describes features of the assessment system in place at the Open 
University, UK, explains the functions that its design supports and outlines some of the practices used 




The Open University, UK (OU), first established by Royal Charter as a university in 1969, is open to 
any student, whether they have formal qualifications or none, for the purpose of undergraduate study. 
Postgraduate taught masters students must have achieved a first degree, and our doctoral students – 
the only students who study on campus – provide evidence through their first degree and by interview, 
that they are likely to benefit from postgraduate research. In this context, my paper concentrates on 
examples of assessment from our taught programmes only, at undergraduate and postgraduate masters 
level. We have approximately 200,000 students studying these courses. Some courses are open to 
students in the European Union and elsewhere, notably our masters in Online and Distance Education 
which is open to students anywhere in the world and recruits students from countries such as Japan, 
China, Korea, Dubai, Turkey, Finland, among others. 
 
The OU offers modular study for students, most of whom wish to study part-time, alongside work and 
other responsibilities. The OU was one of the first, large-scale distance teaching universities, but 
differed from many in that it emphasised the role of the tutor and local support for students. Each 
student is allocated to a tutor, who marks the assignments of students in his or her group – in size 
usually about 20, though numbers can be higher or lower depending on the module.  
 
Over the last decade, the number of younger students – under 25 – has increased and now stands at 
approximately 15% of students. Students can select from more than 500 modules and accumulate 
credit towards undergraduate degrees in areas such as Arts, Law, Business, Childhood and Youth 
Studies, Language Studies, Science, Social Science, Maths, Computing & Technology, Health and 
Social Care.  An undergraduate degree requires 360 credits and most modules are of either 30 or 60 
credits in size, studied over a 20 to 30 week period approximately. Any student studying at least 30 
credits in a year is now eligible – from 2012 – for a government loan, exactly as are other students 
studying at other universities in England and Wales.  
 
The OU is regulated by the same agencies regulating the whole UK university system – the Higher 
Education Funding Council and the Quality Assurance Agency, and thus works within the same 
system of funding and quality assurance. This includes the QAA framework for assessment and the 







Although the design of assignments and the introduction of online marking and handling have led to 
great changes in the detail of the system, the broad features of assessment at the Open University have 
stayed remarkably consistent since the first cohorts entered in 1971. Figure 1 shows the key features. 
 




Assignments at regular 
intervals throughout a 
module – students must 
submit on the deadline 
for each assignment but 
can have permission 
from their tutor to 
submit later 
Continuous assessment, tutor 
marked, some computer marked 
in Science/maths/technology 
Marks count towards 
pass/fail but can be 
small percent per 
assignment – all 
assignments together 
count usually 50% 




    
End of module face to 
face examination OR 
examined component, 
e.g. project report 
Marked under examination 
conditions – marker coordination 
and moderation of marks, 
overseen by an Examination & 
Assessment Board.  
Marks count towards 
pass/fail and usually 
contribute 50% of 








    
 
Figure 1: The main elements of assessment in taught modules counting towards qualifications at 
undergraduate and postgraduate level 
 
This high-level strategy for assessment has proved very resilient, and is still in place today, inspite of 
the huge changes in what the university teaches and how it teaches it. This raises the question of the 
functions that the strategy achieves – why we continue to retain both continuous and end of module 
assessment in the ways set out in figure 1 – and how it has contributed to the success of the university 
thus far.  
 
The functions served by the assessment strategy 
First, regular assignments ensure that students make an early start on their studies. There is usually an 
assignment to complete within the first four to six weeks after the module has started. The assignment 
is usually compulsory, even if the marks do not contribute much to the final module result, so students 
have to try to achieve it and thus make a real effort to get into studying the module. Modules often last 
for between 20 and 32 weeks of study, and this is a significant time frame to maintain momentum and 
to effectively plan study alongside life roles. 
 
Second, students receive a grade for their assignments which gives them information about how 
effectively they are achieving the learning outcomes of their module. The marks they receive 
contribute something towards their final mark, so they have a sense of achievement even from an 
early stage. This encourages them to continue studying. 
 
Third, students receive two kinds of feedback from their tutor – they have a grade for the work, plus 
detailed comments on their script and a summary of their strengths and weaknesses on the assignment 
overall. Thus there is a strong formative element in the continuous assessment, enabling students to 
revise their thinking and even change the way they are studying. 
 
Fourth, assignments help students to complete all the work required, by giving them regular goals to 
achieve, leading up to the examination at the end of the module. This breaks down the big goal of 
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passing the module into a series of smaller and more manageable targets, which are to pass each 
assignment. Continuous assessment therefore supports student learning and helps students to study 
effectively as well as measuring the learning achieved at each stage.  
 
Fifth, the end of module examination enables students to be tested on their understanding of the 
module as a whole, and to demonstrate that they have integrated knowledge and skills from all parts 
of the teaching. They may be asked to reflect on key theories or to apply their skills in new ways. End 
of module examinations can be a conventional 3 hour examination in a study centre, or a report that 
students submit at the end of their module, but which is marked by a tutor who does not know them 
and has been trained to mark to agreed standards for the examination. Scripts are often marked by two 
separate markers and large differences in their grades will be checked and moderated to an agreed 
grade. Tutors are required to confirm that the work is that of the student concerned, and examinations 
also use identity checks as a way of ensuring that there is no fraudulent practice. 
 
This strategy of a combination of continuous summative and formative assessment, with summative 
examined work verified by a tutor but marked under examination conditions, helps to support student 
retention, effective and sustained studying, and good grades. However, within this broad design, a 
great deal of flexibility exists for module teams to design an assessment plan that fits their module 
aims and meets the needs of their students. The next section introduces an example that demonstrates 
how one module team has designed the assessment for their module, and takes us further into 
considerations of what makes for an effective design. 
 
Assessment at the Level of a Module 
 
Turning now to an example of how a particular module can be assessed, figure 2 shows the 
assessment design for a level 1(introductory) module which is compulsory for the honours degree in 
Business Studies. Figure 2 shows that students must pass (40% is usually the minimum pass mark) 
both the continuous assessment and the EMA in order to pass the module as a whole. Students begin 
studying this module in May, have a first assignment at the end of May and a further three to 
complete before the end of August, when they start work on a task that is assessed by the completion 
of a report of 2500 words, and which is the end of module assessment or EMA. 
 
Assignment Number of words Deadline for 
completion 
% of total marks for the whole 
module 
01 500 (part I); 200 (Part 
II) 
May 27  
        
          50% 02 1000 (Part I); 200 
(Part II) 
June 28 
03 1000 (Part I); 200 
(Part II) 
July 26 
04 1000 (Part I); 200 
(Part II) 
August 23 
    
End of Module 
Assessment 
(EMA) 
2500 October 11          50% 
 




This overview may look simple enough, and each task is not huge in terms of word length. Yet the 
module team have gone to great lengths to explain the strategy – overall and in detail for each 
assignment – and to communicate it to students, in an assignment booklet which is 34 sides of A4 and 
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approximately 13, 000 words in length. The first twelve pages cover general topics – how to pass the 
module, what the purpose of assignments on the module is, what tutors are looking for in marking 
students’ assignments, how marks will be deducted for over-length work, how to reference the work 
of others, how to avoid plagiarism, and how to submit assignments online.  
 
This documentation reflects years of experience in teaching at a distance, where modules may have 
thousands of students studying away from a physical teaching site or class where they can ask 
questions face to face. Accordingly, to help students fully understand how they are assessed, and to 
make sure they all receive the same information, a great deal of detailed guidance is provided. This is 
an essential foundation for fair and reliable assessment of students. 
 
The bulk of the assignment guide however describes each of the tasks that students must complete for 
assignments 1 to 4. This is a crucial part of students’ study materials and will shape their approach to 
study and to the assignments. First students are told the deadline for sending the completed 
assignment to their tutor, and the maximum word length. Then comes a description of what the 
assignment is intended to assess – what its purpose is in relation to the students’ learning. Each 
assignment has two parts and students are told what the purpose of each is. For the first assignment, 
for example, this is as follows|: 
 
Part I (90 marks)  
Assesses Understanding of key learning points from [the module title] Book 1 
Develops skills in comprehension and communication in writing 
Develops basic skills of case study analysis in business studies 
Part II (10 marks) 
Rewards student contributions to the online forum led by their tutor 
Assesses understanding of online forum discussions in their tutor group 
Supports development of online learning skills 
 
So – before reading the task students are given clear information about what the task is intended to 
achieve for them and their learning. Next comes the task for Part 1. A short case study is provided, 
based on a fictionalised business – ‘Zinn’s Burgers and Pizza’. The case study tells the story of a 
manager who is struggling with a failing model for a fast food restaurant, with added problems for his 
local branch where food wastage has escalated and extreme measures introduced to remedy the 
situation have made it worse not better. The manager has threatened to introduce surveillance cameras 
to catch those taking food from the restaurant and staff are resisting all efforts to cut down on food 
wastage. The case study provides approximately 1000 words description of the situation and a semi-
role play situation for the assignment task, which is outlined below: 
 
You have been asked by the manager of ‘Zinn’s Burgers and Pizza’, to help him to understand and 
change his current situation. Using the case study information, and concepts from one session of [the 
module] Book 1, set out ideas that explain why he finds himself and his restaurant in the present 
situation and what he might do to improve the situation. Choose concepts and related readings from 
the module to prepare a short report in three parts: 
a) an overview of the problems at the case study restaurant (30 marks) 
b) an explanation of the concepts you have chosen that shows why they are useful and support 
your explanation of the problems at the case study restaurant (40 marks) 
c) suggestions for how Zinn’s might address their problems, drawing on this analysis (20 marks) 
 
figure 3: an assignment task – Part I of the business studies module first assignment 
 
So – by now students should be quite clear about their task for Part I – and how they should complete 
it, down to the structure into three parts, each of which carries a proportion of the 90 marks, which is 
also explained to them. Part II of the assignment is much briefer, and requires that students will have 
contributed to the discussions in the online forums led by their tutor. If students have not participated 
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in at least two such discussions they will lose 5 marks. The 10 marks for Part II are for a 200 word 
summary of one online discussion and what they personally learned from it. 
 
This outline of the first assignment tasks is then followed by a further page of guidance that stresses 
the need to use concepts from the module, to be concise and not to reproduce case study or course 
material verbatim. There is a definition of ‘concept’ and guidance on how to reference sources. 
Further guidance is also given on what the tutor will be looking for when he or she marks the 
student’s assignment: 
 
When marking your assignment, your tutor will check that you: 
Make it clear which concepts from Book I you are using 
Give a brief explanation/definition of these concepts 
Show how the concepts you have chosen are relevant to this case study 
Explain how these concepts may be useful in helping the manager understand and change the 
situation 
Explain how they would be most productive in helping him make a plan for the future. 
 
Figure 4: what tutors are looking for when marking an assignment 
 
The remaining three assignments for this module have a similar structure and amount of clear 
guidance, task setting and explanation. They also combine a kind of situated approach to the task – a 
concrete business problem or issue is described, to which students need to apply their learning of 
concepts and frameworks studied in the module. The third assignment for example asks students to 
explain the purpose of an income statement (profit and loss account) and a balance sheet, and to use 
examples of both to identify issues with a particular business.  
 
Students are again given a case study, this time about ‘Michael’s Chairs’ – a business started by an 
individual entrepreneur whose business is making oak chairs. Students are asked to think themselves 
into a role in preparation for writing a report. They are to imagine they are the accountant for 
‘Michael’s Chairs’ and to review the income statement and balance sheet of the company in order to 
identify strengths and weaknesses in terms of the overdraft and the need to pay off the bank loan 
taken out to fund the business. The aim of this approach is to engage students in an example that 
could be real and gets them motivated to think about the issue of financial control of a business and 
ensuring that it can be sustained. In order to answer such questions they must use financial tools 
introduced in the module, and demonstrate that they understand how to read a balance sheet, or an 
income statement – not in the abstract but in the context of an example that they can understand. 
 
End of Module Assessment design 
Once students complete the fourth and final assignment they then spend their last few weeks 
preparing a report of 2500 words which brings together their learning across all five books or sections 
of the module. This end of module assessment (EMA) will provide evidence of their understanding of 
the module as a whole and their ability to demonstrate critical thinking skills. The deadline for this 
work cannot be negotiated, and while the tutor does check that it is the student’s own work, it is 
marked anonymously by a different marker, working to examination requirements. Students are again 
provided with the learning objectives for the EMA, advice on how to complete the EMA effectively 
and a reminder about referencing, avoiding plagiarism, and how marks contribute to passing the 
module.  
 
Their task for the EMA is to read a short case study which describes a report on a business that has 
been successfully generating income of £10m annually, by recycling old mobile phones and 
computers. Students then complete three questions that require them to use academic study of the 
module in analysing the case study in areas such as human resource management, accounting, 




What makes for a good assessment design for a module? 
The module whose assessment is described above was studied by over 5,500 students in 2009/10. It 
represents an effective approach to assessment for the reasons discussed: 
It is integrated into the content of the module, requiring students to apply what they have learned 
in their module, sections of which are clearly specified as required 
It requires students to study online in discussion with fellow students and gives them some 
(small) reward in terms of marks for doing so and for summarising discussion 
The tasks required are clearly and accurately described, in detail 
The number of words required and the marks awarded for each task are specified 
Guidance on how to complete the task is provided 
Criteria for marking are specified 
Learning outcomes are provided for each assignment and the EMA 
 
It is important to stress that all modules at the OU are required to provide a list of learning outcomes, 
organised under four headings: knowledge and understanding, cognitive skills, key skills and 
professional skills. Modules also have to show where these learning outcomes are assessed, in order to 
ensure that by studying the module as a whole, all learning outcomes will have been achieved. Since a 
module is only part of a qualification, each module must specify its learning outcomes as a sub-set of 
the learning outcomes for the qualification – again to ensure that the qualification really does deliver 
the knowledge and skills that it claims to deliver. Students are given clear information about how each 
assignment tests the learning outcomes for the module, and about its contribution to their learning. 
 
Feedback on Assignments  
 
Two major research studies have demonstrated the importance of feedback to students; Hattie (1987) 
and Black and Williams (1998) report research showing that feedback can make a bigger impact on 
student learning than many other teaching inputs. Further evidence of the importance of feedback to 
students can be found in the findings of the UK National Student Survey (NSS), which is sent 
annually to each cohort of graduates from 364 UK further and higher education institutions, including 
the OU. The NSS 2011 surveyed over 406k students, including 18,369 OU students, of whom 10,972 
(60%) responded. Overall satisfaction reported by these OU students remained at 93% and the OU 
maintained its position as third highest rated among UK higher educations institutions (HEIs) for 
student satisfaction with their studies. Students respond on a five-point scale: definitely agree, mostly 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, mostly disagree, definitely disagree.  There is evidence that students 
based in UK HEIs are much less satisfied with assessment and feedback than with other elements in 
their study experience, but that Open University students give more positive feedback in these areas 
(see table1). The results of this national survey can be found on the Higher Education Funding 
Council’s website at http://www.unistats.direct.gov.uk  
 
 
 OU % 
agree  
(2011) 
Higher Education Sector 
average % agree 
OU 
Rank 
The criteria used in marking have been clear in 
advance 
87 73 2 
Assessment arrangements and marking have 
been fair 
89 74 2 
Feedback on my work has been prompt 86 63 2 
I have received detailed comments on my work 92 67 1 
Feedback on my work has helped me clarify 
things I did not understand 
83 61 1 
Other issues 
Any changes in the course or teaching have been 
communicated effectively 
88 73 4 
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The course is well organised and is running 
smoothly 
90 72 3 
Overall I am satisfied with the quality of the 
course 
93 83 3 
 
Table 1: National Student Survey results for 2011: OU compared with UK higher education 
institutions  
 
Table 1 shows that a higher proportion of OU students are satisfied than are students from other HEIs, 
in areas such as criteria for marking made clear in advance, fairness, feedback promptness and support 
for learning. Earlier sections of this paper have dealt with the issue of designing tasks and guidance 
for students; in this section we are focusing on how students’ work is marked and dealt with by tutors. 
This is the other side of the ‘contract’ on assessment between institution and students – the need for 
tutors to respond to students’ work in ways that are fair, maintain standards and support continued 
student learning. The impact of marking and feedback on student learning is as important as the 
impact of the way in which assignments are designed and communicated. Gibbs and Simpson (2004) 
report that students pay attention first to their grade and may give little attention to the detailed 
comments as a result. A grade is seen as a judgement on their performance relative to others, and low 
results can damage self-esteem, potentially reducing the individual’s ability to maintain motivation 
and learning. Black and Williams (1998) have reported students as paying more attention to feedback 
where there is no grade, in research at school-level. So clearly it is important that grades are judged 
fairly and that the reasons for a grade are effectively communicated. 
 
However, providing individual comments to each student is expensive –albeit a marker of some of the 
most high status universities – and it is important to ensure that it both happens and achieves its goal. 
Feedback takes two forms – the grade and the tutor’s comments on the student’s work.  It is vital to 
provide clear criteria so that all tutors use the same approach to allocating marks, because students’ 
ability to learn from qualitative comments is influenced by the grade they get and the clarity of the 
reasons for that grade.  
 
In relation to feedback, there is evidence that tutors and students have different perceptions. 
McLellen’s (2001) study of 80 faculty staff and 130 third year undergraduates at a UK university 
showed that most students thought that feedback was not usually – but only sometimes – helpful in 
detail and in improving learning, whereas staff thought feedback frequently achieved these goals. 69% 
of staff thought that assessment was frequently used to motivate learning, whereas only 5% of 
students did, with 65% agreeing that it sometimes did. Whereas most staff saw their marking as using 
explicit criteria, most students thought that implicit criteria were used at least some of the time. There 
is evidence therefore that staff do not communicate their practices effectively, and that student 
learning is not benefitting as a result. McLellen comments: 
 
If [students] believe the [marking] criteria to be implicit, then they may see assessment as some sort 
of lottery in which they experience inequable treatment from idiosyncratic staff. Such a perception is 
not impossible given the subjectivity of staff in the marking process …(McLellen, 2001, p316) 
 
Lea and Street (1998) using very different research methods, have also revealed how students may 
perceive the feedback they receive from tutors as opaque, or confusing, and therefore very difficult if 
not impossible to use to improve their learning. One aspect of this relates to the language tutors use, 
and their failure to explain disciplinary practices to students who are new to a discipline and unclear 
what is required of them.  
 
Communicating Criteria and Feeding Back to Students 
Within the Open University, the distance between those setting assessment tasks, students responding 
and tutors marking, has led to a stronger realisation that students need to understand why and how 
they are being assessed, and that tutors need to use very explicit frameworks and methods of 
commenting in order to achieve their aims. Byrne’s early study of tutor marking showed that tutor 
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grades on the same assignment could vary widely, and that large open-ended tasks such as the 
conventional essay approach, often led to the largest discrepancy in marks between tutors on the same 
assignment (Byrne, 1979). Smaller, more structured tasks, such as those shown above in the business 
studies example, are now often used to ensure that students maintain focus on key issues, and tutor 
marks are explicitly allocated to different tasks and levels of achievement.  
 
Studies of the kind of feedback that students find helpful was the focus for an interview study of 
students on a second level geology module (Roberts, 1996). The most effective feedback from tutors 
was seen as being encouraging and constructive comments, followed by having detailed explanations 
to correct one’s work or explain difficulties. The worst aspects of tutor feedback were to do with not 
explaining where marks were lost, delays in returning work and not enough comments. (Problems 
with illegible handwriting have now largely disappeared since almost all assignments are marked and 
returned electronically.) 
 
All these studies have led to detailed training for tutors in how to mark and comment on assignments, 
carried out by a combination of face to face workshops and online briefing materials and guides. 
Increasingly module assessment guides now include the criteria for marking assignments so that these 
are known to both students and tutors, with very little if any separate guidelines to tell tutors what to 
look for in student answers. A study of what makes for good tutor feedback summarised the key 
features as including these key points: 
Students’ work is treated with respect 
Grading is fair and objective and clearly explained 
A clear explanation of how to improve future marks and learning is provided 
A sympathetic and friendly approach – the feeling that the tutor is ‘on the student’s side’ 
Not to be talked down to or patronised 
A combination of encouragement and honest criticism 
Detailed comments on the work with an overview that helps the student set priorities for 
improvement 
Return of one assignment in time to help with preparation of the next one 
(Cole, Coats and Lentell, 1986) 
 
These guidelines have proved key to ensuring that tutors do not adopt the same kind of tone that may 
be used with school children or conventional university students – usually much younger than OU 
students, whose median age is 32 and therefore fully mature with key family and work roles. 
Emphasis is placed on supporting the positive feelings and self respect of students – it is only too easy 
for students to feel disheartened by low marks, and even more so by harsh words. Tutors are 
encouraged to adopt a friendly, positive tone, while also giving students fair grades and detailed 
feedback – not just pointing out errors but explaining how to do better. 
 
Quality Assurance and Enhancement 
 
Can we trust this system to work? The Open University does build in checks and balances to ensure 
that practice is monitored and staff also have feedback on their performance. Tutors mark their 
students’ assignments and return them to the Open University, which selects a proportion of all scripts 
for monitoring. These scripts are read and checked by central academic members of the module team 
or by others specially paid and experienced to be able to do this. A report is completed on each script 
that is monitored, checking the fairness of the grade, whether good practices are demonstrated by the 
tutor feedback and providing a personal comment to the tutor on their marking of that script. These 
reports are then sent to each tutor, and a staff tutor contacts the tutor to discuss the results. If there is a 
need for improvement, the staff tutor will explain and will watch that tutor’s performance in future, to 
ensure it develops along the right lines. 
 
Module teams also have to evaluate their own assessment strategy and surveys of students are 
undertaken after the first time a module is studied and several times after that. Poor performance by 
22 / 123
students will require module teams to review their assignment design and check out whether it can be 
improved. They need to ask themselves questions such as these: 
Are the assignment deadlines at the right points in the module? 
Is the first assignment early enough – and does it encourage students enough? 
Are all the assignments clearly defined so that students are clear about what they have to do and 
how to present their work? 
Are any of the assignments so difficult that there is a big drop in performance or increase in 
dropout at that point? 
Are tutors grading objectively and providing helpful and constructive feedback? 
Can more be done to spread the workload? 
Do students have enough time to revise for the examination? 




I have outlined some of the main elements in the assessment system of the Open University and 
stressed the importance of good design at the level of the strategy as a whole, and of each assignment 
for a module. I have also stressed areas that are not so frequently covered in the literature, which is the 
need for clear and detailed explanation to students about how the assessment process works, what 
their assignments contribute to their learning and the goals of the module, and the criteria that will be 
used to mark their work. Tutor training, guidance and monitoring are also key to making assignments 
support student retention and progress. This system aims to combine validity, rigour and assessment 
for learning. Gibbs and Simpson have claimed that ‘The most reliable, rigorous and cheat proof 
assessment systems are often accompanied by dull and lifeless learning that has short lasting 
outcomes’ (Gibbs and Simpson 2004 p3). That is the challenge that faces us all, but we know that 
good learning can be fostered by good assessment and that efforts in this area can make for the most 
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全体に合格するには、継続的評価と EMA の両方に合格しなければならない（通常は 40%が
合格ライン）。このモジュールの履修開始は 5 月で、5 月末に最初の課題があり、8 月末ま








01 500 w（パート I）;  
200 w（パート II） 
5 月 27 日 
02 1000 w（パート I）;  
200 w（パート II） 
6 月 28 日 
03 1000 w（パート I）;  
200 w（パート II） 
7 月 26 日 
04 1000 w（パート I）;  
200 w（パート II） 
8 月 23 日 
 
        
          50% 
    
モジュール期末評価
（EMA） 
2500 w 10 月 11 日          50% 

























パート I（90 点）  
[モジュールのタイトル] 第 1 巻の主要な学習ポイントの理解度を評価する 
読解力と筆記におけるコミュニケーション能力を高める 
ビジネス研究におけるケーススタディ分析の基礎能力を高める 





















a) 事例内の店舗における問題について概説する（30 点） 
b) 選択した概念について、なぜそれが有用であり、事例内の店舗の問題に関する解釈
の裏付けとなっているか説明する（40 点） 
c) この分析を利用して、「ジンズ」が問題にどう対処すべきかを提案する（20 点） 
 
 
ポイント 3 課題 – ビジネス研究モジュール第 1 課題のパート I 
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ここまで読んだ段階で、パート I の課題と作業の進め方を 3 パートに分ける構造に至るま
で非常に明瞭に理解できるはずである。計 90 点の各パートへの配点についても説明されて
いる。課題のパート II はさらに短く、担当チューターが指導するオンラインフォーラムの
討論に寄稿することが要求されている。2 つ以上の討論に参加しなかった学生は 5 点減点さ
れる。パート II の 10 点は、オンライン討論の 1 つを要約し、個人的にそこから学んだこと
を書き添えるという課題である（200 ワード）。 
 















































































ィードバックの重要性を示すさらなる証拠が、英国学生調査（NSS: National Student 
Survey）の調査結果に示されている。この調査は、OUを含む英国の成人教育・高等教育機
関 364 校の各卒業生グループを対象に毎年行なわれている。2011 年のNSSは、OUの学生







高 等 教 育 基 金 委 員 会 （ Higher Education Funding Council ） の ウ ェ ブ サ イ ト 
http://www.unistats.direct.gov.uk に掲載されている。  
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87 73 2 
評価の取り決めと採点は公平だ
った 
89 74 2 
自分のレポートに対するフィー
ドバックは迅速だった 
86 63 2 
レポートに対して詳しいコメン
トが書かれていた 









88 73 4 
コースは計画的にできており、
円滑に運営されている 
90 72 3 
総合的に見て、コースの質に満
足している 
93 83 3 
 
表 1 は、採点基準が事前に明らかにされていたかどうか、公平さ、フィードバックの早さ、




































入ることを考えると、このように受け取られるのも無理はない。…(McLellen, 2001, p316) 
 






























































































ている。Gibbs and Simpson は、「最も信頼性が高く、厳格で、不正が行なわれにくい評価
システムは、成果が長続きしない、退屈で活気のない学習を伴う場合が多い」と公言してい
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Before examining the design of learning-oriented assessment for flexible learning and teaching, this 
paper will begin by describing the context of learning for distance learners. Distance learners are 
typified by their need to often combine the demands of home, work, family and study, and they 
therefore desire flexibility in terms of study options. Secondly, it will examine the landscape of 
distance learning in terms of the perspectives that should be valued in curriculum and flexible learning. 
Thirdly, the paper will examine the importance of assessment. This section will discuss how educators 
have become focused on measurement and neglected assessment as learning in the fabric of the 
student experience. Fourthly, I will discuss putting the learning back into assessment through 
learning-oriented assessment. Fifthly, I will examine the design of learning-oriented assessment tasks 
through two examples. Sixthly, I will focus on challenges of assessing using learning-oriented 
assessment that need to be considered within the curriculum and the teaching context. 
 
Landscape of distance learning 
 
Higher education is changing to accommodate learners who do not physically visit the traditional 
university campus. As learners embrace life-wide and life-long learning, many are embracing flexible 
learning options. Learning in the 21st century, increasingly, does not only occur in the formal 
university setting. There is a ubiquity of learning in a wide range of contexts including work, home 
and within the community. The blurring of face-to-face learning and teaching and online learning is a 
significant shift for both students and staff in universities and has implications for distance learners 
who desire flexible learning, teaching and assessment options without losing the fidelity of face-to-
face interactions. Flexible learning provides opportunities to improve the student learning experience 
through flexibility in time, pace, place (physical, virtual, on-campus, off-campus), mode of study 
(print-based, face-to-face, blended, online), teaching approach (collaborative, independent), forms of 
assessment and staffing. It may utilize a wide range of media, environments, learning spaces and 
technologies for learning and teaching. Blended and flexible learning is a design approach that 
examines the relationships between flexible learning opportunities, in order to optimize student 
engagement and equivalence in learning outcomes regardless of mode of study (Keppell, 2011, p. 2).  
 
Curricular landscape for distance learners 
As the higher education context is changing, the curriculum needs to adapt and transform to account 
for flexible learning. Beyond the content of the curriculum, a contemporary curriculum needs to be 
designed to account for a variety of perspectives so that distance learners can interact and engage as 
successful learners. Designing curriculum through multiple perspectives ensures that the different 
circumstances of the distance learner are considered in a thoughtful and considered way. These 
perspectives include: learning spaces, pedagogy, multi-literacies, ICT, interactions and assessment 
(Flexible Learning Institute, 2012). An understanding of the increasingly diverse learning spaces 
needs to be considered by universities, curricula, teachers and learners. The distance learner student 
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experience may encompass on-campus, off-campus learning in both face-to-face and virtual learning 
environments. Distance learners may participate in fully online courses or a blend of both face-to-face 
and online courses. These distributed learning spaces could involve a complex web of on-campus 
experiences, connecting to virtual environments from a variety of locations such as home, a local cafe, 
on the train or participating in professional practice hundreds of kilometers from the physical campus 
(Keppell, 2011).  
 
Designing curricula from a pedagogical perspective is directly relevant to the student experience as 
well as having numerous implications for assessment. The strategies adopted directly influence the 
types of learning experiences and the educational philosophy of the teacher as well as the educational 
theories emphasized by the teacher influence learning approaches. For example, if a curriculum 
adopts authentic learning as a guiding perspective it will design learning and teaching around these 
principles (Herrington, Reeves, Oliver, 2010). Citizenship increasingly necessitates the use of a 
diverse range of new technologies and modes and mediums of communication to be able to 
effectively learn and operate within the context of the 21st century and beyond. Thus, being “literate is 
vital for learning and working, possibly more so in the digital age than in the industrial age, given 
society’s reliance on digital technologies” (Pullen, Gitsaki & Baguley 2010 p. xiii). In designing a 
curriculum from a multi-literacies perspective, a curriculum needs to embed both teacher and student 
digital interactions to enable them to learn effectively in contemporary society. The choice of ICT 
tools that will assist distance learning requires curriculum designers and teachers to utilize their 
knowledge of the affordances of different technologies and their potential in meeting learning 
outcomes. The choice of tools is dependent on the purpose and the functionality of the tools. 
Institutional tools such as learning management systems and personal learning tools such as e-
portfolios offer potential for increasing flexibility for students and providing spaces for assessment.  
 
Course and subject interactions should provide a range of engaging options and where appropriate 
should include information access (course and subject expectations), interactive learning (learner-to-
content interactions), networked learning (learner-to-learner, learner-to-teacher interactions) and 
student generated content (learners as designers, assessment as learning). Assessment is the final 
perspective and it must align with learning spaces, pedagogy, multi-literacies, ICT and interactions if 
effective and learning-oriented assessment is to be developed. A student-centred approach provides 
engaging, motivating and intellectually stimulating learning experiences focused on the individual and 
social needs of the learners. Active participation in learning activities should be fostered through 
emphasizing the interactive and social dimensions of learning both in physical and virtual 
environments. Students also need opportunities to become independent learners and to take 
responsibility for their own learning. Effective flexible learning is based on thoughtful choices in 
pedagogies, learning spaces, interactions, ICTs and literacies according to their affordances, blending 
them in a way that is contextually appropriate to meet the required learning outcomes. Assessment 
needs to be integrated into curricular and subject interactions to be effective. Assessment for distance 
learning needs to acknowledge the unique characteristics of the e-learning environment and optimize 




Boud and Associates (2010), in developing ‘Assessment 2020’, articulated seven propositions to 
reform higher education. The three principles that underpin the propositions comprise: assessment is a 
central feature of teaching and the curriculum; assessment is the making of judgments about how 
students’ work meets appropriate standards; assessment plays a key role in both fostering learning and 
the certification of students. Assessment has been most effective when: 
• assessment is used to engage students in learning that is productive 
• feedback is used to actively improve student learning 
• students and teachers become responsible partners in learning and assessment 
• students are inducted into the assessment practices and cultures of higher education  
• assessment for learning is placed at the centre of subject and program design 
• assessment for learning is a focus for staff and institutional development 
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• assessment provides inclusive and trustworthy representation of student achievement (Boud & 
Associates, 2010). 
 
The overarching significance and importance of technology-enhanced assessment has been 
highlighted in the review of the literature on online formative assessment conducted by Gikandi, 
Morrow and Davis (2011). This comprehensive review “provided evidence that online formative 
assessment has the potential to engage both teacher and learner in meaningful educational experiences” 
(p. 2347). The review identified the important dimensions of online formative assessment including: 
“variety of ongoing and authentic assessment activities, appropriate learner autonomy, effective 
formative feedback and teachers role in fostering shared purpose and understanding of learning goals, 
content and outcomes” (p. 2347). It also reinforces the importance of embedding assessment in the 
learning dynamic and of assessing both process and product for those teaching online. JISC (2009) 
described the potential benefits of technology within the area of assessment. The JISC report 
encourages assessment designers to “reflect on how technology-enabled practice, grounded in 
principles of good assessment and feedback, might enhance the quality of assessment and feedback” 
(p. 5). Technology-enhanced assessment provides flexible approaches for academics to provide 




The major focus of this paper is about putting learning at the centre of assessment and reconfiguring 
assessment design so that the learning function is emphasized. Learning-oriented assessment has three 
core aspects: Assessment tasks as learning tasks, Student involvement in the assessment processes and 
Forward-looking feedback (Carless, Joughin, Liu, & Associates, 2006).  
 
Assessment tasks as learning tasks 
Because all assessment leads to some form of learning it is important to thoughtfully design 
assessment in order to encourage the types of learning outcomes that we value and desire (Carless, 
2007; Keppell & Carless, 2006; Boud, 1995). In addition, because assessment often determines 
student effort it is essential that we design assessment for distance learners that is engaging, authentic 
and relevant. By doing so, students’ efforts are focused on learning while at the same time fulfilling 
the measurement requirement of the subject or curriculum. Too often assessment focuses on 
assessment OF learning as opposed to assessment AS learning which is a central characteristic of 
learning-oriented assessment. 
 
Student involvement in the assessment processes 
There are a number of important reasons why students need to be actively involved in the assessment 
process. Firstly they begin to learn about assessment and thus begin to understand its importance in 
their own learning. Secondly, they begin to determine the quality of their own work through self-
evaluation, reflection and self-regulation. Sadler (1989) also suggested that by understanding quality 
students are then able to monitor their own progress in relation to this quality standard. Thirdly, in 
addition an assessment task should require sustained effort over a period of time in order to promote 
deep as opposed to superficial learning.  
 
Forward-looking feedback 
Feedback as feed-forward suggests that students receive feedback that can be acted on to improve 
learning. This is one of the most important concepts in learning, being able to act on feedback to 
improve subsequent performance. Obtaining feedback needs to occur at an appropriate time so that it 
can be acted on. “In particular, we are anxious to minimize a common phenomenon in higher 
education, occurring when students receive most of their feedback after a subject is completed and 





Designing learning-oriented assessment 
 
The following section examines two examples of learning design for learning-oriented assessment. 
The first example outlines a subject focused on designing learning resources that utilized peer 
learning and project-based learning. 
 
Goal The subject was designed to allow Hong Kong students to bring together, in a 
coherent manner, the processes of analysis, design, production and evaluation 
of learning resources. 
Assessment tasks as 
learning tasks 
Group Project 60% 
The project provided an opportunity for the students to apply principles and 
skills learned in the subject to create a learning resource. The components of 
the project included:  
• Needs analysis – outlined the major aspects of the project 
• Concept map – provided a visual map of project 
• At least 10 original photographs – that complemented the design of 
project 
• One digital learning resource – digital story that articulated the roles of 
team members in the project through audio and visuals. 
• 15 minute presentation about the project by the entire group  
• Written report of no more than 800 words that discussed analysis, design, 
production and evaluation of the project and included references to the 
subject readings. 
 
Characteristics of the assessment task: 
• Alignment of learning outcomes, content and assessment. 
• Distribution of student time and effort throughout semester. 
• Degree of student choice in assessment task. 
• Relationship between assessment task and real-world task. 
• Cooperative rather than competitive task. 
Student involvement 
in the assessment 
processes 
• Project-based learning (Howard, 2002) emphasized the student’s role in 
the assessment process 
• Students were regarded as active, engaged and critical assessors 
• Students monitored what they were learning - made adjustments, 
adaptations and major adjustments to their own learning 
• There was an awareness of the goals of learning and what constituted 
quality achievement. The project was graded using a rubric that was also 
used by the lecturer as a quality framework throughout the subject. 
• Engagement in activities encouraged reflection, peer feedback and self-
evaluation. 
• Self assessment was embedded in the task. 
Forward-looking 
feedback 
• Forward-looking feedback was provided by the lecturer in relation to the 
draft needs assessment, draft concept map and presentation.  
• Communication tools were used to enhance peer learning by providing 
easy access to the opinions of other students. Peers provided feedback on 
other student project presentations. 
• The lecturer frequently provided timely and forward-looking verbal 
feedback enabling students to act on and improve their learning. 
 
The second example examines the use of ePortfolios in assessment. It focuses on an assessment task 





Goal This initiative focused on embedding the use of an ePortfolio into the 
Bachelor of Education (Early Childhood & Primary) at Charles Sturt 
University. It was intended that an ePortfolio would be iteratively designed 
throughout the four years of study (Keppell & Munday, 2010).  
Assessment tasks as 
learning tasks 
Within the first year of study the students were given reflective tasks about the 
skills and attributes they were bringing to their University study.  
 
This reflective task included asking students to provide examples of their 
skills and attributes in the following areas: 
• Early childhood knowledge 
• Communication skills 
• Analytical, critical and reflective skills 
• Addressing unfamiliar problems 
• Planning my own work 
• Team work 
• National and international perspective 
• Values-driven practice 
 
Characteristics of the assessment task: 
• Alignment of learning outcomes, content and assessment. 
• Distribution of student time and effort throughout degree program. 
• Degree of student choice in assessment task. 
• Relationship between assessment task and real-world task.  
• Portfolio creation enabled the student to produce the portfolio for different 
purposes including personal and professional reflection; communication 
with lecturers or peers; displaying of achieved skills or attributes 
assessment, sharing or showcasing. 
• Students were asked to reflect on the learning they had been engaged in 
during classroom activities, professional experience, and assessment tasks 
over the degree program. 
Student involvement 
in the assessment 
processes 
• The purpose of this task was to broaden students learning opportunities, 
provide students with more personal control over their own learning and 
provide them with the opportunity to determine creative methods of 
articulating their own learning. 
• Students needed to consider their collected artefacts and other supporting 
documentation as possible answers to criteria to provide evidence of 
learning or accomplishment.  
• Students needed to assemble evidence in a way that demonstrated their 
reflection.  
• Students needed to present the materials in an aesthetically pleasing way 
for the audience (Keppell & Munday, 2010).   
 
Characteristics of student involvement: 
• Self-directed learning emphasized the student choice and role in the 
assessment process 
• Students were regarded as active, engaged and critical assessors 
• Students monitored what they were learning - made adjustments, 
adaptations and major adjustments to their own learning 
• There was an awareness of the goals of learning and what constituted 
quality achievement.  
• Engagement in activities encouraged reflection and self-evaluation. 




• Forward-looking feedback was provided by the lecturer in relation to the 
design of the ePortfolio.  
• Peers provided feedback on ePortfolios. 
• The lecturer provided forward-looking verbal feedback enabling students 
to act on and improve their learning. 
• Throughout the degree program a variety of lecturers would provide 





As can be seen by the assessment tasks described above, the design of authentic, real-world 
assessment tasks requires a knowledge of learning outcomes that can be embedded into an assessment 
task. Teachers need to have a clear understanding of what they feel are the most important learning 
outcomes that students must achieve. Authentic, real-world assessment tasks would focus on project-
based learning, problem-based learning and activities that maximize the synergies between theory, 
professional practice and community activities, and engages students in developing solutions to real 
world problems and issues. Authentic learning recognizes, values and harnesses learning that takes 
place both within and outside of formal learning activities (Flexible Learning Institute, 2012). 
Learning design may be challenging for some teachers who feel they do not have the knowledge and 
skills to creatively design learning-oriented assessment tasks.  
 
Multi-literacies 
To succeed in designing learning-oriented assessment for e-learning environments both the teacher 
and students need to have a sophisticated knowledge of multi-literacies. Multi-literacies are defined as 
highly developed and current knowledge and skills in a wide range of information and communication 
technologies, allowing the user to locate and evaluate, organize, analyze and assimilate information 
more effectively. Multiliteracies include: formal literacy, disciplinary literacy, socio-cultural literacy 
and information literacy. Information literacy is a broad intellectual framework which is essential to 
lifelong learning and which incorporates fluency in ICT (information and communication technology). 
ICT access and skill development (technoliteracy) is an important part of the distance learning 
experience and is embedded within subject content, design, teaching and assessment. High levels of 
multiliteracies, including an understanding of appropriate netiquette, also enables a user to 
communicate more effectively in online environments.  
 
Accountability and trust 
Carless (2009 a&b) suggested that accountability is pervasive in higher education and is often 
reflected in assessment practices in higher education institutions. Accountability is focused on 
standards and the tensions that exist when standards may drift. There may also be an attitude that 
standards cannot be compromised, which may constrain the forms of assessment that are utilized in 
the curriculum by teachers. For example traditional assessment may lean toward assessment OF 
learning which is usually summative, certifies student learning, usually consists of tests or exams, 
provides feedback in terms of grades and marks and provides comparisons between students (Earl, 
2003). This may result in superficial assessment involving memorization and may not allow students 
to act on feedback. Carless (2009a) also suggested that a concern about plagiarism may result in a 
lack of trust of students completing assignments or projects, which may mean that teachers revert 
back to exams. Due to this accountability in some higher education institutions, teachers may also be 
reluctant to be too adventurous with learning-oriented assessment as it may have implications for their 
professional status and career progression.    
 
Group projects 
As suggested by Carless (2009) the tension related to grading group projects focuses on trusting the 
student to contribute in an equitable way to the group project. Keppell, Au, Ma & Chan (2006) 
suggest that “it is essential that we do not use peer assessment inappropriately, as it can also inhibit 
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learning and send inappropriate signals to students about the nature of peer learning within groups” (p. 
462). The authors argue “we are sending students inappropriate messages when we ask them to 
cooperate in a group to create a group project and then turn around and ask them to formally assess 
the contribution of each individual member within the group. A blended approach to assessment of 
both group and individual items should appease both students and staff who are concerned about 
‘freeloaders’. Peer learning and peer assessment are about students providing feedback to each other 




This paper has described the context of learning for distance learners and examined the landscape of 
distance learning in terms of the perspectives that should be valued in curriculum and flexible learning. 
This paper has suggested that learning-oriented assessment attempts to reconceptualize assessment by 
putting the learning back into assessment. Two examples of learning oriented assessment focused on 
the design of a group project and the embedding of ePortfolios into a degree program. Learning-
oriented assessment is not without its challenges as teachers need to have knowledge and skills in 
learning design and both teachers and students need multi-literacies to interact effectively in the 
digital learning environment. In addition accountability, trust and assessment of group projects are 
pervasive issues in contemporary higher education. However the advantages of learning-oriented 
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とえば、カリキュラムに指針となる考え方として真正な学習 (authentic learning) が採用され










































• 評価の実践と高等教育の文化に学生を取り込む場合  
• 学習の評価が教科とプログラム構築の中心に置かれている場合 
• 学習の評価が教員と教育機関の発展の中心とされている場合 
• 評価が学生の成績を包括的に表すものとして信頼できる場合  (Boud & 
Associates 2010) 。 
 
テクノロジーによって強化された評価の包括的な意義と重要性が、Gikandi, Morrow and 
Davis の行なったオンラインによる形成的評価に関する文献のレビューで強調されている 
(2011) 。この包括的レビューは、「オンラインによる形成的評価は、教員と学習者の双方を















ある。1. 学習課題としての評価課題、2. 評価プロセスへの学生の関与、3. 前向きなフィード




のタイプを促すために、評価のデザインは注意深く行うことが重要である (Carless 2007; 








































• ニーズ分析 ― プロジェクトの重要な側面の概要を示した 
• コンセプトマップ ― プロジェクトを視覚化したマップを提供
した 
• 10枚以上のオリジナル写真 ― プロジェクトの設計を補完する
もの 
• デジタル学習教材一式 ― プロジェクトにおけるチームメンバ
ーの役割を音声と映像で明確に示すデジタル情報 






























































































































































Keppell, Au, Ma & Chan (2006) は、次のように示唆している。「ピア評価を適切に使用する
ことが非常に重要である。そうでないと、学習が阻害され、グループ内のピア・ラーニング
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PLAR (Prior Learning Assessment & Recognition) at  











PLAR (known in different countries as APEL, PLAR, or RPL) is the practice of assessing and 
recognizing learning that mature postsecondary students have acquired outside the formal education 
system, through their work or community involvements. Recent OECD reports (Werquin 2010) have 
emphasized the substantial benefits that could result from the recognition of prior learning, 
particularly in terms of stimulating adult learners’ motivation to participate in education and training. 
For adult students, the use of PLAR can significantly reduce the time and cost of completing or 
upgrading post-secondary credentials (Aarts et al., 2003; Thomas, Collins, & Plett, 2002). CAEL 
(Council for Adult and Experiential Learning), a United States advocacy organization instrumental in 
catalyzing a worldwide PLAR movement (Evans, 2000; Thomas, 2000), has identified PLAR policies 
and procedures as one of the key elements in creating adult-friendly institutions of higher education. 
CAEL sponsored a recent large-scale study (Klein-Collins, 2010) that demonstrated PLAR’s benefits 
for adult learners: better academic outcomes than students who did not use PLAR; more courses 
taken; better persistence towards completing a degree; and a shorter times to complete a degree. 
 
For open, distance education institutions, increasing access to postsecondary education through 
offering effective PLAR services is an important issue (Joosten ten Brinke, 2008; Peruniak & Powell, 
2007). This paper describes and discusses PLAR offered through Thompson Rivers University – Open 
Learning (TRU – OL). It begins with a description of PLAR support services and assessment 
procedures, with a focus on quality assurance. Next, it presents findings from a qualitative study that 
examined students’ motivation for undertaking PLAR, their experience with PLAR support services, 
and their satisfaction with both the process and the outcomes of their PLAR experiences. The paper 
concludes with a discussion of research on PLAR that is being undertaken at TRU – OL’s Prior 
Learning International Research Centre.  
 
Prior Learning Assessment & Recognition at Thompson Rivers University – Open Learning 
 
In keeping with its belief in life-long learning, Thompson Rivers University – Open Learning (TRU – 
OL) recognizes that many adult learners have acquired training, skills and knowledge through 
education in non-formal, as well as formal settings:  that is, in life and work experience, as well as in 
formal schooling.  TRU - OL also recognizes that because many adults without a post-secondary 
diploma or degree now find their professional careers threatened or restricted, they need to move as 
quickly as possible to program completion.  TRU - OL endeavours to meet this need by providing 
such individuals with the opportunity to build upon previous learning and apply it toward the 
requirements of a program. 
 
Thompson Rivers University was created by an act of the Legislature of the Province1
1 Canada’s constitution assigns responsibility for education, including postsecondary education, to the 
provincial level of government.  
 of British 
Columbia in 2005, uniting the former British Columbia Open University (BCOU) with the University 
College of the Cariboo.  The Thompson Rivers University Act identifies that one of the major 
purposes of the university is “to provide an open learning educational credit bank for students.” (TRU 
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Act 3(1)(d), 2005). The Act, however, does not define this term. Research into historical documents 
shows, however, how the term came into use, and how the concept has changed over time. Clearly, 
the original intention of the Credit Bank was to provide greater access to postsecondary education. 
According to a internal BCOU document dated 1987: 
“A credit bank is a mechanism for achieving two main objectives: 
a) The evaluation of, and recording of credits for skills and knowledge which has [sic] been 
gained through non-formal learning, or through organizations which are not normally 
recognized for transfer credit purposes. 
b) The granting of credentials based on credits obtained either through formal learning and/or 
through a) above, without a requirement of a minimum amount of work through a particular 
institution.” 
 
Prior to 1988, students who changed institutions during their postsecondary careers had no easy way 
to have credits earned at one college or university recognized at another college or university. The BC 
Council on Admissions and Transfer (BCCAT) was created as part of the same government policy 
Access for All that had led to the creation of the BCOU. The BCCAT’s purpose was to coordinate 
transfer credit agreements amongst the autonomous institutions in the province. 
 
BCCAT began by facilitating the development of Articulation Committees with representatives from 
postsecondary institutions who negotiated policies, procedures and transfer agreements. Then, 
BCCAT began annual publication of a Transfer Guide, which gave students and institutions clear 
information on acceptable transfers. This Guide went on-line in 2001 (BCTransferGuide.ca) and 
includes information about both how individual courses transfer between institutions and about how 
college-level certificates and diplomas from one institution ladder into university degrees at another 
institution.  
 
With the creation of BCCAT to facilitate transfer credit, the 1987 definition above of an educational 
Credit Bank began to shift in focus to the evaluation and accrediting of learning acquired outside the 
formal education system. In the early 1990s, the BC government began province-wide 
implementation of Prior Learning Assessment & Recognition (PLAR), which supported learners to 
use portfolios to document their informal learning against course and program learning outcomes 
(Blower, 2000). With that initiative, BCOU began to use the term “credit bank” to refer only to the 
evaluation of non-formal learning (courses and workshops outside the accredited formal education 
system), while evaluation of informal learning (or experiential learning) was done through PLAR. 
 
In the mid-1990s, BCOU began a large-scale project with a major automobile manufacturer, Daimler-
Chrysler, to offer its employees the opportunity to complete a Bachelor of General Studies degree. 
The program featured both evaluation of individual workplace learning (informal learning) via PLAR 
and evaluation of employer-provided training courses via a program review process. This review 
process assigned credit values (amount and level of study) to this training and these credit values were 
recorded in the “credit bank”. If an employee had satisfactorily completed one of these courses, as 
verified by the employer, she or he could remove the credits from the credit bank and apply them to 
her or his degree program.  
 
Following the success of the Daimler-Chrysler project, BCOU developed a proposal for the Canadian 
Credit Review Service, which would offer evaluations of employer-provided training to organizations 
across the country. This service was implemented in 2000 on a fee-for-service basis. At that time, 
however, the provincial government’s appetite to stay involved in access initiatives was waning, and 
with it, their support for the new service. In 2003, the Canadian Credit Review Service was 
transferred to a different institution, and in 2004, it was transferred to Campus Canada, a federally 
funded initiative to consolidate distance education courses and programs. In 2005, however, the 
Credit Bank concept came full circle back to TRU – OL, in the Thompson Rivers University Act, and 




TRU – OL’s PLAR Processes and Supports 
 
At TRU – OL, a centralized PLAR Department (http://www.tru.ca/distance/plar-ol.html) is 
responsible for working with any student who is enrolled in any TRU – OL program and wishes to 
earn PLAR credits. The PLAR Department makes a significant effort to inform the students about the 
availability of PLAR, because research has demonstrated that the availability of such information is 
critical to student participation (Wihak, 2007). The PLAR Department pages on the TRU-OL website 
provide students with information about the advantages of PLAR, the process, and the costs, as well 
as giving examples of PLAR portfolios and video clips of interviews with PLAR Department 
personnel and PLAR students. In addition, the PLAR Department sends basic information via e-mail 
about PLAR, its potential benefits, and how to apply for it to every new student registering in a TRU 
– OL program.  
 
The process of applying for PLAR credits commences only after all Transfer Credits have been 
evaluated and applied against the requirements of the student’s program. Students have three options 
for earning PLAR credits: 
• Credit Bank 
• Portfolio Assisted Assessment  
• Course Challenge 
 
Credit Bank 
In the Credit Bank2
 
 form of PLAR, TRU – OL assesses training that has occurred outside the formal 
education system. If this training meets our standards, it receives pre-approval for application towards 
our credentials. A student who has documented proof of having completed such training can draw 
these credits out of the credit bank and apply them as appropriate to meeting the requirements of a 
TRU – OL program. 
Our process for evaluating extra-institutional training is modeled on the ACE (American Council on 
Education) Credit Recommendation Service process. Two or three content experts perform a 
comprehensive review of the training, examining: 
• Content and learning outcomes 
• Instructor qualifications 
• Assessment methods 
• Course and instructor evaluation procedures 
• Record-keeping 
• Resources available to support learning (e.g. library, computers, labs) 
 
The content experts are usually faculty members associated with TRU, but are recruited as necessary 
from other accredited institutions. These experts are responsible for making recommendations to the 
PLAR Director with regard to whether credit should be awarded for the training, and if so, how much 
credit, what level or credit, and in what discipline. To further ensure academic oversight, the PLAR 
Director in turn reviews these recommendations with the Academic Director (s) responsible for the 
relevant discipline(s). The results of the evaluation are formalized in a partnership agreement and 
posted on the PLAR Department website http://www.tru.ca/distance/services/plar-ol/creditbank.html. 
 
Organizational partners in our credit bank range from professional associations providing professional 
development courses, to non-accredited institutions offering programs that are recognized for 
licensing purposes by professional regulatory bodies, to an organization training immigrant women, 
and a major restaurant chain providing in-house management training.  
2  Primarily for promotional reasons, the term “Credit Bank” has been once again re-purposed to focus 
on evaluation of non-formal training, although the broader idea “open learning educational credit 





Students can challenge particular courses by preparing a portfolio that demonstrates through narrative 
explanations and supporting documentary evidence that she or he has met the learning outcomes of 
the course from learning gained through experience. If the student’s learning is not directly equivalent 
to a particular course but is at the post-secondary level, the student can compile a portfolio that will 
demonstrate that she or he has met a set of critical competencies derived from program learning 
outcomes.   
 
The first step in the Portfolio-assisted PLAR process is for a student to submit a Knowledge Resume 
for a free pre-assessment about the student’s suitability for PLAR. The Knowledge Resume is similar 
to a Curriculum Vita but contains more information concerning non-formal courses and workshops, as 
well as volunteer experience and hobbies, than would normally be found in a job-oriented CV. 
 
PLAR Department staff and/or content experts from the student’s program area review the student’s 
experiences shown in the Knowledge Resume in light of the requirements of the student’s program. 
They assess whether the student is a good candidate to proceed with PLAR to earn credits towards 
their program by seeing if there is a good match between the student’s opportunities to have gained 
experiential learning and course or program learning outcomes. Generally, good candidates for PLAR 
have a minimum of 3-5 years of work experience, preferably at a supervisory level and/or evidence of 
significant achievements in community service or hobbies. Once the PLAR Department notifies the 
student of approval to make a PLAR application, the student pays the PLAR fee. The student is then 
given access to the PLAR Department Blackboard site, which provides instructions on portfolio 
preparation, examples of successful and unsuccessful portfolios, FAQs, and a Discussion Board for 
posting questions to the PLAR Department team.  
 
a. Course-Based Portfolio 
In a Course-Based PLAR Portfolio, the student must demonstrate that she or he has sufficient 
knowledge of the course’s detailed learning outcomes to be granted a Pass for the course. For example, 
a detailed learning outcome from an introductory Business course is:  
 
“Differentiate where a supervisor fits into an overall organization hierarchy, including 
his or her interaction with other management and operative employees.” 
 
A student’s PLAR portfolio could present a statement such as this to demonstrate his learning: 
 
“I have been a supervisor for approximately eight years including a period of about 1 
year spent as a mid-level manager. Supervisors are the only level of management that 
don’t oversee any other level of management. They are responsible for supervising 
operative employees only. They are the first level of management in the hierarchy of an 
organization and typically report to someone in mid-level management. In my 
experience a supervisor has a challenging role in that to the operative employees they 
are an advocate for the management side of the organization, however to mid to upper 
management they are an advocate for the operative employees of the organization. 
 
Students are allowed 12 weeks to prepare and submit a course-based portfolio, with limited coaching 
available from the PLAR Advisor. The faculty member responsible for the course usually evaluates 
the submitted portfolio and prepares a written report, using a standardized template, that becomes part 
of the student’s permanent record. If the portfolio is successful, the course name and number appears 
on the student’s transcript with a grade of “S”, indicating satisfactory completion via PLAR.  
 
b. Competency-Based Portfolio  
In a Competency-Based Portfolio, students provide evidence that they have acquired Eight Critical 
Competencies, as assessed by established criteria at the lower and/or upper undergraduate level. The 
competencies were developed to reflect both the expected learning outcomes of a liberal arts program 
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and desirable qualities in the contemporary workplace. These competencies are used to award 
unspecified elective credits towards a range of TRU-OL credentials in Arts, Business, General Studies, 
Health Sciences, and Sciences. (Students wishing to petition for academic credits within a specific 
subject area such as History would use a course-based portfolio). The Eight Critical competencies are: 
• Communications Abilities 
• Information Organization Abilities 
• Problem-solving/Decision Making Abilities 
• Numeracy Skills 
• Critical Thinking 
• Intellectual Maturity 
• Independent Study and Learning Skills 
• Applied Knowledge and Abilities 
 
Detailed information on the Critical Competencies and the criteria for their assessment as lower or 
upper-level credit is provided to candidates on the PLAR Department Blackboard site, which they can 
access after they have made a formal PLAR application and paid the PLAR fee. 
 
Here is an example of how a student has described her Communication competencies. The references 
to “Item B, Item J”, etc. refer to documentary evidence that the student has provided as an appendix to 
her portfolio. 
 
“I am able to relate complex financial terms and concepts to my clients, many of whom 
have very little financial background or education. I often use drawings or draw verbal 
comparisons to something that the client is familiar with in order to explain my point. 
Examples of my drawings that I use to illustrate financial concepts can be seen in the 
sample financial plan (item B, pages 19-21 in the documentation section) enclosed. 
When I meet with clients it is important that I learn what their priorities and goals are 
regarding their money, as well as what their current situation is. By using the Goals and 
Concerns card, as well as the PFR (item B, pages 22-24 in the documentation section) in 
an effective manner, I am able to better understand my clients and to do a good job for 
them. Some sensitivity is needed in requesting private financial information from clients 
as well as convincing them to share their personal values and goals regarding money. 
Effective communication is very important at this juncture. By utilizing a written 
financial plan (item B, pages 12-18 in the documentation section) I am able to analyze a 
client’s current situation and communicate my recommendations in a way that both the 
client and I can refer back to. As a part of my volunteer board of directors position with 
Victoria Community for B.C Children’s Hospital I have had the opportunity to speak to 
the media to promote our Easter Egg Hunt and also to raise awareness about our local 
fundraising board and the needs of the hospital through discussing our own family’s 
experience at B.C. Children’s Hospital. This is evident in the media coverage our Easter 
Event received. (Items J, K, L, pages 38-40 in the documentation section; film clips on 
CD).” 
 
Students are allowed 24 weeks to complete their portfolios. They are encouraged to submit their 
portfolios in electronic format, although at this point, we still accept portfolios in hard copy for an 
extra fee. The PLAR Director first reviews the portfolio for completeness, and then sends the portfolio 
to two assessors who have both relevant content expertise and training in PLAR portfolio assessment.  
 
The assessment team members begin by assessing the portfolio independently. When they have 
completed their preliminary assessments, the PLAR Department sets up a time for a teleconference 
with the assessment team and the PLAR candidate. The purpose of the interview is a further 
exploration of the learning described in the portfolio.  Prior to the interview, the assessment team 
members discuss the questions they would like to ask the student, identifying areas of weakness that 
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need to be probed. The PLAR team asks the student to walk through each competency and elaborate 
on the evidence presented. No additional preparation is required on the part of the candidate.  
 
After the interview, the assessment team members confer and come to a tentative agreement on how 
many lower level and/or upper level credits, if any, should be awarded. One member of the team then 
drafts a formal report, again using a standard template, which is reviewed by the second team member 
before forwarding to the PLAR Department. The Director of PLAR reviews each report and if it is 
acceptable, communicates the credit award to the student and to the Student Record System. Credits 
earned through competency-based PLAR are considered Applied Studies credit and indicated on the 
student’s transcript in the form of an “S” (Satisfactory completion) grade. 
 
Course Challenge 
In a course challenge process, students complete the equivalent of a final exam under strictly 
supervised conditions. Not all TRU – OL courses are available for challenge, as not all content is 
amenable to assessment via a single comprehensive exam. Most challenge exams are written in the 
area of modern languages. TRU – OL offers the students the opportunity to write language exams in 
languages that we do not teach (e.g. Korean, Mandarin, Hungarian). If the language to be challenged 
is the student’s first language, the challenge exam must be at the upper level. Although students are 
informed about their grades on challenge exams, the result appears on transcripts with the letter grade 
“S” for satisfactory completion via PLAR.  
 
Quality Assurance in PLAR  
 
Quality Assurance (QA) concerns are top priority for the PLAR Department at TRU – OL. The 
institutional policy on PLAR requires our processes and procedures to conform to the PLAR 
Standards established by the Council for Adult and Experiential Learning (Fiedler, Marineau & 
Whittaker, 2006). These CAEL standards are being used as basis for PLAR QA in a number of 
American universities (e.g. Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools) and Canadian 
universities (e.g. Athabasca University, Brandon University, Ryerson University, University of Prince 
Edward Island, TRU). The standards are: 
 
“1. Credit or its equivalent should be awarded only for learning, and not for experience.  
2. Assessment should be based on standards and criteria for the level of acceptable 
learning that are both agreed upon and made public.  
3. Assessment should be treated as an integral part of learning, not separate from it, and 
should be based on an understanding of learning processes. 
4. The determination of credit awards and competence levels must be made by 
appropriate subject matter and academic or credentialing experts.  
5. Credit or other credentialing should be appropriate to the context in which it is 
awarded and accepted. 
6. If awards are for credit, transcript entries should clearly describe what learning is 
being recognized and should be monitored to avoid giving credit twice for the same 
learning.  
7. Policies, procedures and criteria applied to assessment, including provision for appeal, 
should be fully disclosed and prominently available to all parties involved in the 
assessment process.  
8. Fees charged for assessment should be based on the services performed in the process 
and not determined by the amount of credit awarded.  
9. All personnel involved in the assessment of learning should pursue and receive 
adequate training and continuing professional development for the functions they 
perform.  
10. Assessment programs should be regularly monitored, reviewed, evaluated, and 
revised as needed to reflect changes in the needs being served, the purposes being met, 
and the state of the assessment arts.”  (CAEL, 2011) 
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In addition to meeting the CAEL Standards, the PLAR Department adheres to Quality Assurance 
Guidelines recently developed for Canadian post-secondary institutions (Amichand et. al., 2007; Van 
Kleef et. al., 2007). These guidelines expand on the CAEL standards and provide more detailed 
suggestions on actual implementation of a PLAR program. They address two areas: Foundational 
Policies and Management of the Assessment Process.  
 
Foundational Policies 
• Should reflect CAEL principles or other QA principles 
• Incorporate PLAR into existing QA mechanisms, including periodic program reviews, external 
peer review and student feedback 
• Develop specific QA mechanisms for PLAR  
• Link PLAR to educational planning 
• Provide PLAR support services for learners and assessors 
• Have clear, transparent definitions of PLAR and QA processes and communicate these clearly 
to learners and internal/external stakeholders 
• Include records management systems for PLAR in QA reviews 
 
Management of the Assessment Process 
• Need clear learning standards (outcomes) available for learners, assessors 
• Need criteria for assessors to judge prior learning (relevance, breadth, depth, currency, 
sufficiency, authenticity) 
• Need criteria for assessors to select appropriate assessment tools  
• Need to ensure assessment processes are reliable and valid 
 
Students’ Experience of PLAR at TRU-OL 
 
Warkentin (2009) conducted an evaluation of the PLAR Process at TRU – OL from the student 
perspective. Conducted as a qualitative case study, the research reported on six students who had 
participated in the course-based or competency-based form of PLAR. The size of the PLAR credit 
award for these students ranged from 9 credits to 36 credits.3
 
   
The students’ primary motivation for undertaking PLAR was “primarily pragmatic and economic in 
nature” (Warkentin, 2009, p. 5), to complete a credential as quickly as possible for career 
advancement purposes. The students were appreciative of the cost savings that came from earning 
credits through PLAR rather than through paying enrolling in the course and paying tuition. As one 
student commented, “I paid $500 and I ended up getting probably 12 to 15 thousand dollars worth of 
return.” (p. 48).  
 
For students who completed competency-based portfolios, an unexpected benefit was the opportunity 
to reflect on past accomplishments, thus gaining confidence. As one participant remarked, “That’s 
part of the strength of it, I think, is that it does force you to stop, take a breath, and think about where 
you are and how you got there.” (Warkentin, 2009, p. 47). Another student used the portfolio as her 
legacy to share with her children and grandchildren. 
 
The benefit of reflection was not as apparent in the comments from students who had completed 
course-based PLAR. Warkentin (2009) speculated that this is “likely in part because applicants must 
demonstrate specific skills and knowledge in relation to pre-set guidelines (detailed questions, course 
outlines and objectives), which may not leave as much opportunity for self-reflection…” (p. 47)   
 
Warkentin (2008) stressed clear learning outcomes and clear guidelines on how to demonstrate 
learning against these guidelines as crucial to students’ positive experiences with course-based PLAR 
3  Most for credit courses in Canada are worth 3 credits, with a four-year Bachelor’s degree requiring 
120 credits for graduation.  
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portfolios. Having guidance from a PLAR Advisor who can give feedback on the portfolio-in-
progress was also seen as an asset. Some of the students involved in course-based PLAR nevertheless 
found the amount of work involved in preparing a PLAR portfolio to be more than seemed justified 
by the amount of credit earned. As Warkentin pointed out, “A problem with on-the-job and 
experiential learning is that it may not fit neatly into the categories and criteria …identified as 
“university-quality” (p. 37).”  The student may have difficulty articulating experiential learning in the 
appropriate conceptual language.  
 
The acceptance of credits earned through PLAR by employers and other post-secondary institutions 
provides secondary evidence the PLAR process at TRU – OL is successful. While in the process of 
arranging to return student documents, TRU – OL explored the question of acceptance of PLAR 
credits via e-mail with students who had earned credits from 2002 to 2007. Of students who answered 
our question, the vast majority reported that the degrees they had earned with PLAR credits were 
readily accepted by their employers. In addition, several students reported that these degrees had been 
accepted for admission to MBA programs. Only one student reported that while one Canadian 
university had accepted the PLAR credits, a second had refused to recognize them. These findings 
point in the direction of PLAR procedures being credible. 
 
Prior Learning International Research Centre 
 
Recognizing the need to facilitate, coordinate, and disseminate scholarly research on theoretical 
foundations and practices in the PLAR field, TRU – OL created the Prior Learning International 
Research Centre (PLIRC) http://www.tru.ca/distance/plirc.html . The mission of this international 
research centre is to stimulate innovative and provocative research concerning prior learning and the 
theory, policy and practice of its assessment and/or recognition and/or validation. PLIRC’s first major 
accomplishment was the 2011 publication Researching the Recognition of Prior Learning (Harris, 
Brieir & Wihak), an edited collection of paper summarizing PLAR research from around the world. 
This book also set out an international research agenda for the PLAR field, calling for more scholarly 
research and more nuanced research.  
 
PLIRC is also undertaking original research. One project involves students at a private training 
college in Myanmar. Using intercultural communication as a theoretical lens, the study is exploring 
how individuals from a different cultural context experience the development of a PLAR portfolio 
based on North American competencies. The first phase of the research is complete, with all 
Myanmar students successfully obtaining the maximum allowable lower level credits for their 
competency-based PLAR portfolios, prepared and assessed according to TRU – OL requirements. 
The second phase will involve an analysis of observational and interview data, combined with an 
analysis of the portfolios themselves, to elucidate the process and language the students used to 
express their learning to assessors from a different culture.  
 
A second project involves an international survey of how institutions conducting PLAR at a distance 
protect against academic misconduct such as fabrication and plagiarism. The idea for this study arose 
from student comments in Warkentin’s (2009) research. Several of her participants mentioned their 
awareness that the interview process for competency-based portfolios was intended to authenticate the 
learning claims in the portfolios. The survey will investigate what other authentication methods are 
used for PLAR in the distance education context, and their relative benefits and drawbacks. 
 
A third project in the planning stages involves using techniques adapted from the field of instructional 
design to analyze the cognitive complexity of the tasks involved in preparing a PLAR portfolio.  
 
Finally, we are beginning to investigate how PLAR processes can be used to evaluate learning gained 
from self-study using Open Educational Resources. TRU is one of the anchor institutions of the Open 
Educational Resources Foundation, a UNESCO initiative that aims to provide free learning 
opportunities for all students worldwide. While postsecondary learning opportunities through distance 
are becoming increasingly available from sources such as MIT’s open courseware, the Khan 
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Academy, and the Saylor Foundation, what is currently lacking is any means for learners to gain 
accreditation for their independent studies. Potentially, PLAR could be a vehicle for such recognition 




Since 1987 when the idea of a credit bank first surfaced at BCOU, the concept has undergone 
significant evolution. The enshrinement of the “open educational credit bank” concept in TRU’s 
founding legislation has led to the creation of a vibrant PLAR Department to implement it. Through 
the three major forms of PLAR (Credit Bank, portfolio and challenge exam), increasing numbers of 
students are benefitting from having the learning they acquired outside formal education recognized 
for credit. PLAR increases students’ confidences as learners and saves them both time and money in 
completing their educational programs. While providing this opportunity for students, TRU follows 
recognized Quality Assurance principles and processes to ensure the academic integrity of the PLAR 
assessment process. In offering students the opportunity to earn credit through PLAR, TRU is staying 
true to the spirit of increased access to education that permeates the community of Open institutions 
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過程で、時間と費用を大幅に削減することができる (Aarts et al. 2003; Thomas, Collins, & Plett 
2002)。世界規模の PLAR 拡大に向け活動を行なっている米国支援組織、成人・経験学習協
議会（Council for Adult and Experiential Learning: CAEL）(Evans, 2000; Thomas, 2000)では、成
人向け高等教育機関を創出する上でカギとなる要素のひとつに、PLAR に関する政策および
手法を挙げている。CAEL は、最近行われた大規模調査(Klein-Collins, 2010) のスポンサーを




中等後教育を提供する機会を増やすことは重要な課題である (Joosten ten Brinke 2008; 
Peruniak & Powell 2007)。本稿では、「トンプソンリバーズ大学―オープン学習 (TRU – 





















                                                          
1 カナダ憲法は中等後教育を含めて、教育の責任を州政府に課している。  
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TRU – OL による PLAR の手順および支援 
 












の 3 つの選択肢がある。 
• 単位バンク 
• ポートフォリオを用いる評価  


















内容の専門家 (content expert) は、たいていの場合TRUと関係のある教職員であるが、必要
に応じて他の認証教育機関から採用される。これらの専門家は、当該教育に単位を与えるべ
きか否か、与えるべき場合にはどれだけの単位、どれだけのレベルの単位をどの学科で与え






























願者であるか否かを評価するのである。一般的に、PLAR に適した志願者は、最低で 3-5 年
間、できれば監督レベルでの職務経験を有する者、および／または社会奉仕や趣味の世界で





























































の 19-21 ページに記載の項目 B）をご覧ください。顧客と面談する時には、相手がその資金
に関して何を優先し、何を目的にしているのかだけでなく、顧客の現状を知ることが重要で




















験の双方を有する 2 名の評価担当者にポートフォリオを送付する。 
評価チームのメンバーは、1 人でポートフォリオの評価を行うことから始める。評価チー








メンバー1 名が、標準テンプレートを用いてフォーマルな報告書を起草し、それを 2 人目の
















PLAR における質保証  
TRU－OL の PLAR 部門にとって、質保証（QA）が最重要課題である。PLAR に関する当
大学の方針において要求しているのは、プロセスおよび手続きが、CAEL が定めた PLAR 基
準と合致していることである（Fiedler, Marineau & Whittaker 2006）。いくつものアメリカの
大学（米国中部教育認証協会への加盟大学など）やカナダの大学（アサバスカ大学、ブラン
ドン大学、ライアソン大学、プリンス・エドワード・アイランド大学など）では、PLAR の
QA の基本として、CAEL の基準が用いられている。同基準は以下の通りである。 
 
「1.単位またはその等価物は、経験に対してではなく、学習に対してのみ与える。  






















近策定された質保証ガイドラインも堅守している（Amichand et. al. 2007; Van Kleef et. al. 
2007）。同ガイドラインは CAEL の基準を拡充したもので、PLAR プログラムの実際の実施
に関してより詳細な提案を示しており、基本方針（Foundational Policies）と評価プロセスの
管理（Management of the Assessment Process)という 2 つの領域を取り上げている。  
 
基本方針 
• CAEL の原則またはその他の QA 原則を反映させる。 
• 定期的なプログラムの見直し、外部者によるピアレビュー、および学生から
のフィードバックを含めた既存の QA メカニズムに PLAR を組み込む。 
• PLAR のために固有の QA メカニズムを開発する。 
• PLAR と教育計画とを連動させる。 
• 学習者と評価者に PLAR に関する支援サービスを提供する。 
• 明確かつ透明性のある PLAR の定義と QA プロセスを有し、それを学習者お
よび内部/外部の利害関係者に明確に伝達する。 















が行われた。これら学生に対して与えられたPLARの単位には、9 単位から 36 単位までの幅
があった3。   
学生が PLAR に取り組む主な動機は、「主に実利的かつ経済的な性質の理由」であり
（Warkentin 2009, p. 5）、キャリアを進める目的で、できる限り迅速に資格を取得するため
である。学生は、コースへの登録料と授業料を払うことによってではなく PLAR を通じて単
位を取得することによって、結果的に費用が節約できることを高く評価していた。ある学生
は、「私は 500 ドルを払って、結果的にはおそらく 12,000 ドルから 15,000 ドルの見返りを










うのがひとつの理由だろう...」（p. 47）と推測している。  











いることは、TRU－OL における PLAR のプロセスが成功していることの二次的証拠となっ
ている。TRU－OL は学生の書類を返却する過程で、2002 年から 2007 年にかけて単位を取
得した学生との e メールを通じて PLAR の単位に対する容認の問題を調査した。質問に回答
した学生の大多数は、PLAR の単位で取得した学位が、雇用主に問題なく受け入れられたと
報告した。さらに数名の学生は、これらの学位が受け入れられて MBA プログラムに入学で
きたことを報告した。カナダのある大学は PLAR の単位を受け入れたが、2 つ目の大学は









た論文集『Researching the Recognition of Prior Learning （先行学習認定の研究）』(Harris, 




































 単位バンクという考え方が BCOU で初めて浮上した 1987 年から、この概念は多大な展開
を経てきた。「オープン教育の単位バンク」という概念を TRU の設立法に正式に記したこ
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In this chapter, a brief introduction of Korea e-learning has been described. Korea e-learning in higher 
education also has been introduced dealing with Korea cyber universities and Korea National Open 
University (KNOU). Many part of this chapter have been borrowed and modified from (Hwang, Yang, 
& Kim, 2010) and (NIPA, 2010).  
 
1.1 Korea e-Learning  
 
At present, e-learning is recognized as a major knowledge business. This was made possible thanks to 
the Ministry of Knowledge and Economy (MKE) strategic promotion of e-learning so as to challenge 
the knowledge economy through the establishment of the e-Learning Industry Development Law in 
2004. E-learning supply markets have been led by the service business sector as shown in Table 1 and 
the total revenue in 2009 amounted to USD 2.09 billion with average annual growth ratio of 5.4% 
during the period from 2005 to 2009.  
 
The e-learning market is segmented into four groups in terms of demand shown in Table 2: 
individuals, corporation, regular education institutions, and public institutions. The individual sector 
has been leading e-learning demand since 2008 and its market share reached up to 45.6% of total 
revenue in 2009. Table 2 also shows that the share of regular education institutions has been less than 
5% of the e-learning demand market in 2009.  
 









(Unit:$1M) Ratio (%) 
Revenue 
(Unit:$1M) Ratio (%) 
Service 1,216 65.0 1,389 66.4 14.2 1.54 
Content 433 23.1 491 23.5 13.4 1.57 
Solution 221 11.9 211 10.1 -4.5 1.39 
Total 1,870 100.0 2,091 100.0 11.8 1.53 
 
 
Table 2. E-Learning Demand Market in Korea (Source: NIPA (2010)) 
Groups 
Category 















Individual 735 42.6 816 43.7 945 45.6 15.7 
Corporation 760 44.0 812 43.5 886 42.8 9.1 
Regular Education 
Institutions 70 4.0 71 3.8 96 4.7 36.2 
Public Institutions 163 9.4 167 9.0 144 6.9 -14.0 
Total 1,728 100.0 1,866 100.0 2,072 100.0 11.0 
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1.2 Korea e-Learning in Higher Education 
 
1.2.1 Cyber Universities in Korea 
The popular adoption of e-learning in higher education institutes began after the Ministry of 
Education, Science and Technology (MEST) launched the Cyber University pilot project in 1997. 
MEST ran the two-year pilot project to study the feasibility and sustainability of adopting e-learning 
into higher education before its final decision on the establishment of the cyber university. The 
ministry has considered the cyber university as an additional type of online-based higher education 
institution. In 2001, the cyber university was granted the right to be established as a higher education 
institution, so that nine cyber universities started with 6,220 students. Now in 2011, there are 18 cyber 
universities providing 105,485 students with higher education services through e-learning.  
 
1.2.2 Korea National Open University  
As one of the ten mega-universities in the world (Castro, 2001), Korea National Open University 
(KNOU) has 870 faculty and staff members and more than 170,000 students from throughout the 
country, covered by 13 regional campuses and 35 study centers. The university applies diverse 
learning media technologies such as the OUN (Open University Network), which is a satellite 
broadcasting TV station, the LOD (Learning on Demand) system, e-learning systems, a 
videoconferencing system, as well as the face-to-face schooling system in its educational programs.  
 
While cyber universities provide only e-learning to students, KNOU provides e-learning as well as 
face-to-face lectures in the appropriate manner of hybrid learning.  
 
1.2.3 E-Learning in HE institutions  
MEST initiated the “e-Campus Vision 2007” to establish the Regional E-Learning Support Centers in 
ten regions to promote e-learning in ‘conventional’ universities. It encouraged them to play their 
major role as the regional hub for lifelong learning in that region. The impact of the project on 
universities was huge. It has promoted e-learning in higher education sector and provided the regional 
universities with opportunities for collaboration by allowing the member universities to engage in 
developing e-learning courseware and to share their operational experience with the e-learning system, 
applications of e-learning pedagogies, and management of virtual classrooms on the Internet.  
 
As a direct result of dedicated government initiatives and strong interest from higher education 
institutes in e-learning, 78% of universities and 62.0% of junior colleges in 2009 were running e-
learning systems. Universities seem to be more interested in improving the quality of education and 
supplementary use of e-learning than junior colleges. A massive 87.7% of higher education institutes 
were running their own e-learning platforms. 83.2% of universities and 65.9% of junior colleges were 
operating centers dedicated to innovation of education and administration systems through adopting 
the potentials of Information and Communication Technology (ICT).  
 
Among the total courses available in higher education institutes, 16.9% of them were provided by e-
learning at universities and 9.2% at junior colleges. The availability of e-learning courses is expected 
to gradually increase to 18.2% and 10.8% at universities and junior colleges, respectively, in 2012. 
Figure 1 shows the average number of e-learning courses available at universities as 78.6, and at 
junior colleges as 22.1 in 2009. It also shows that e-learning courses are used as supplementary to 




Figure 1. The Types of e-Learning Courses in HE institutes (Source: NIPA (2010)) 
 
2. Student Assessment  
 
2.1 Student Assessment in General  
 
Student assessment can be defined as the process of documenting learning outcomes of a student’s 
achievement in measurable terms. Student assessment is all activities teachers use to help students 
learn and gauge student progress. It encourages students to learn and it provides feedback on learning 
to both the student and the teacher. It also shows competency and skill development of the student.  
 
Usually, student assessment can be categorized into three (Crisp, 2007): 
(1) Diagnostic assessment: Given at the beginning of a course, assessments help the teacher know 
where to begin and identify areas of remediation that must be addressed.  
(2) Formative assessment: Frequent assessments during the course help the teacher and students 
see the progress of learning and help identify problematic areas where students need more help 
or time.  
(3) Summative assessment: Given at the completion of the course, assessments give information of 
how much has been learned by the end of a unit, by mid-semester, or by the end of the term. 
They provide the basis for making judgments on the grades to assign each student. 
 
There are several types for student assessment such as below:  
(1) Examinations: Usually provided in pencil/paper format, sometimes involving scan response 
sheets or administered on a computer. There are open-ended exam and limited-choice exam. 
Open-ended exam includes such as essay and short-answer, and limited-choice includes 
multiple choice, sentence completion, fill-in-the-blank, matching, true-false, and so on. 
(2) Written or Constructed Creations: Usually done outside of class and involving research or 
reviews of a variety of information sources such as reports, papers, projects, products.  
(3) Performances: Students demonstrate skills and knowledge in simulated or authentic conditions 
as form of demonstrations, events, or presentations.  
 
2.2 Student Assessment in Distance Education 
 
Student assessment is a very important part in teaching and learning process in not only the 
conventional face-to-face education, but also in distance education.  
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According to (Oosterbof, Conrad, & Ely, 2008), distance education has four generations such as: 
(1) The first generation (1850s to 1960): Correspondence study, open universities, and 
broadcasting 
(2) The second generation (1960 to 1985): Multiple technologies without the computer 
(3) The third generation (1985 to 1995): Multiple technologies with the computer and computer 
networking 
(4) The fourth generation (beginning around 1995): Multiple technologies with the computer, 
computer networking, and high bandwidth 
 
This historical progress in distance education shows that ICT has been providing solutions for 
minimizing the basic problems of distance education (e.g., the student and the teacher are separated in 
location and time). Therefore, ICT helps distance education expand its territory and the number of 
students in distance education has been increasing very rapidly. Student assessment in the fourth 
generation of distance education looks like much difficult than conventional education, because the 
assessment has to be carried out in cyber environment, which is comparatively weaker in controlling 
the assessment process than conventional classroom assessment.  
 
How to assess in distance education needs another consideration. Even though some guidelines of 
student assessment are given to the teachers in each school, it is the teacher who can choose and 
control the assessment process. It is very natural that the teacher has such an authority, but the teacher 
should follow the assessment guideline of the school. Especially in distance education field, the 
teacher should choose assessment methods and assessment criteria good enough to encourage the 
students to involve in learning environment by themselves and promote their self-led learning.  
 
2.3 Two Perspectives on Student Assessment 
 
In this paper, student assessment has been dealt in two perspectives: administrative perspective and 
technical perspective. Administrative perspective on assessment has described the rules, regulations, 
or guidelines for assessment in the school. For example, KNOU has a basic rule for student 
assessment such as 30% for mid-term exam and 70% for final exam. Technical perspective on 
assessment has described the assessment method in terms of ICT such as authentication tools, 
cheating protection tools. For example, KNOU has natural language plagiarism detection software for 
checking out identical or very similar ones among the student reports.  
 
 
3. Student Assessment in Administrative Perspective  
 
3.1 Cyber University Cases 
 
Among 18 cyber universities in Korea, this paper has selected three major universities and analyzed 
student assessment in administrative perspective. Three cyber universities are: 
(1) Seoul Cyber University (SCU): 2,500 students in 14 programs 
(2) Hanyang Cyber University (HYCU): 2,800 students in 13 programs 
(3) Kyunghee Cyber University (KCU): 2,800 students in 18 programs 
 
3.1.1 Assessment rules  
Assessment rules are very similar among the universities. These universities use various assessment 
methods: participation in learning, mid-term exam, final exam, reports, discussions, team projects, 
and quizzes.  
 
Grading principles follow relative evaluation rule. But, absolute evaluation can be allowed in the 
exam of experimental/practice course, and in the exam of less than 30 students (in SCU) or 10 
students (in KCU). In SCU, at least four methods should be applied and each of assessment methods 
cannot excess over 30 % and mid-term and final exams cannot excess over 50%. In HYCU, at least 
72 / 123
four methods should be applied and each of assessment methods cannot excess over 30 %. In KCU, 
the assessment methods and ratio of them can be set by the professor’s discretion. In SCU and HYCU, 
they use 9 level grading (i.e., A+, A0, B+, …, D0, F); in KCU, 13 level grading (i.e., A+, A0, A-, B+, 
…, D-, F). In all of the three universities, there are some typical courses (usually, one-credit), in which 
the student achievement is graded only by P (pass) or F (fail). For instance, SCU has opened 
‘Understanding of e-Learning Study,’ where the course content provides an introduction to ICT and e-
learning for SCU students with one credit graded by P or F.  
 
3.1.2 Assessment in Detail 
This section has explained some characteristics of typical assessment methods such as participation in 
learning, mid-term exam, final exam, reports, and discussions.  
(1) Participation in learning: It is assessed by learning time of a student with e-learning content 
accumulated by the Learning Management Systems (LMS). In SCU, students who have learned 
at least 70% of the course can be assessed. In HYCU and KCU, it is 75%.  
(2) Exam (mid-term & final): The universities provide online exam to students with ratio of 50 ~ 
60%. For those who could not take the exam, the professor has discretion to provide them with 
substitution exam.   
(3) Reports: Before a report task is assigned, all the universities should announce the topic, 
schedule (start time and finish time), and assessing criteria of the report assignment.  
(4) Discussions: With a bulletin board system, the professor can open a discussion room with the 
topic, schedule, assessing criteria of the discussion. The number of contributions is recorded by 
LMS and the quality of contributions in the discussion session is assessed by the professor.  
 
3.2 KNOU  
 
In KNOU, there are four undergraduate schools with 22 departments and one graduate school with 17 
departments. Undergraduate schools are operated in hybrid manner providing face-to-face lectures 
and e-learning to over 170,000 students. It is a pretty huge task for the KNOU to assess each of 
students correctly. There is a simple rule of assessment for the undergraduate student: 30% is for mid-
term exam, and 70% is for the final exam. Mid-term exam has several types (it could be a subjective 
exam, an objective exam, or a report) assessed by the professor, but the final exam has one type of an 
objective exam assessed by the computer program.  
 
On the other hand, the graduate school has very similar assessment rule to cyber universities. 
Professors have discretion to choose assessment element and rule with assessment function provided 
by LMS.  
 
 
4. Student Assessment in Technical Perspective  
 
4.1 Cyber University Cases 
 
This section has explained some characteristics of typical assessment methods such as participation in 
learning, mid-term exam, final exam, reports, and discussions in technical perspective.  
(1) Participation in learning: It is assessed by learning time of a student with e-learning content 
accumulated by the LMS. For each pre-defined segment of e-learning content, there could be a 
technical element that can show how long the student has been staying in the segment. For 
instance, at the last part of pre-defined segment, a simple quiz has been given for the student to 
answer in order to step up the next segment of the content.  
(2) Exam (mid-term & final): The LMS provides the professor with various styles of the exams. 
For instance, the professor can arrange the level of difficulty and put different weight in each 
question when designing the exams. The professor also can choose the type of exams such as a 
subjective exam, an objective exam, or a true/false question.  
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Figure 2 shows the screenshot of exam register menu in which the HYCU professors can 
design and register their exams. In this case, the exam is for mid-term exam and it consists of 
combined type of subjective questions and objective questions. It should be done in 45 minutes, 
the student cannot be entered the exam if 10 minutes passed. The exam will be closed at the 
same time and the exam itself is not open to public, but the result will be open.  
The student is not allowed to copy a part of screen and paste, and open another window during 
the exam by the LMS. The universities use the IP tracking software in order to find out possible 
cheating when two or more students use identical IP address.   
(3) Reports: All of three universities said that they use plagiarism detection software in order to 
prevent cheating in reports.  
(4) Discussions: The LMS counts the number of contributions of a student automatically and show 
the related information to the professor.  
 
 
Figure 2. The Screenshot of Exam Register Menu in HYCU  
 
4.2 KNOU  
 
Generally speaking, in the undergraduate schools, only two exams are assessed. The final exam (70%) 
has an objective question type so that the students mark the answers on OMR cards and the computer 
program can assess automatically, and it is absolute evaluated. On the other hand, the mid-term exam 
(30%) has several types and it is usually relatively evaluated. When the mid-term exam has a type of 
report submission, there could be some cheating problem such as plagiarism, that’s why the KNOU 
uses natural language plagiarism detection software for the cheating.  
 
In the graduate school, the technical perspective on assessment is similar to the three cyber 
universities. Professors have discretion to choose assessment element and rule with assessment 
function provided by the LMS. The LMS provides a lot of teaching and learning functions including 
assessment functions to develop exams, discussions, reports, and quizzes. For instance, a screenshot 
of report register menu is illustrated in Figure 3. It shows that there are three report tasks registered 
already, and a new report task is being made. The LMS provides the professor with several options for 




Figure 3. The Screenshot of Report Register Menu in KNOU 
 
5. Challenges in KNOU Student Assessment  
 
There are some basic problems in KNOU student assessment not only undergraduate schools but also 
in the graduate school.  
 
In the undergraduate schools, there has been an on-going assessment policy that strongly emphasizes 
quality control of graduation since 1972, when the university established. The number of KNOU 
students (once over 200,000, and now 172,680) is too much huge for KNOU neither to manage small 
inconveniences nor to offer various assessment methods. One of big problems in KNOU 
undergraduate schools is not to check how many hours and how much deeply the student engaged in 
learning content provided by KNOU. The university just provides learning materials for 39 years as 
similar as regular (not interactive) TV stations do.  
 
That is an unavoidable reason why KNOU has kept on controlling the quality of graduation 
qualification. It sounds like “Entering the university is open, and we provide a lot of high-quality 
learning material to you. We do not check whether you study or not because we give you the real 
‘autonomy,’ but we control the quality for graduation.” While the number of students entered in 2010 
was 72,183, the number of graduated students in 2010 was 23,863. Even though it could be too much 
to compare the two numbers in the same year, the ratio of two numbers gives us an interpretation that 
one third of students can be graduated.  
 
In order to improve the conservative assessment policy, KNOU has started to study on applying 
computer software to check how much time the student takes a pre-defined part of e-learning content 
and accumulate those times for assessing the student’s attendance in the cyber class. Even if the 
software cannot figure out the quality of a student’s learning, it can be still good enough to assess the 
level of a student’s participation quantitatively.  
 
In the graduate school, there are two problems on student assessment. One of problems is about the 
professors. Even if the LMS for operating e-learning courses provides a lot of teaching and learning 
functions, not many professors use those functions. They just use the minimal and basic functions for 
75 / 123
operating their e-learning courses. The other problem is about the graduate school itself. It has no 
systematic basis for quality control of student assessment. Therefore, the graduate school should 
develop a standardized guideline of student assessment and provide it to the professor. The 
standardized guideline should include such information and rules that how the professors can assess 
easily and efficiently, what kind of assessment methods and criteria they should use, and how many 
times at least they should assess, and so on.  
 
6. Conclusions  
 
This paper has described an overview of Korea e-learning, especially in higher education sector. In 
Korea, e-learning is considered as a promising knowledge business. E-learning content is used as by 
itself, complementary, or hybrid types with classroom lectures in higher education fields. Eighteen 
cyber universities and KNOU have acknowledged the importance of student assessment in e-learning 
environment.  
 
Student assessment can be categorized into diagnostic assessment, formative assessment, and 
summative assessment according to when the assessment has given. Student assessment has types like 
examinations, written or constructed creations, and performances. Student assessment is a very 
important part in teaching and learning process, especially in distance education, where assessment 
control is much weaker than conventional classroom assessment.  
 
Student assessment in three major cyber universities in Korea and the KNOU has been analyzed in 
administrative perspective and technical perspective. Furthermore, some basic problems in student 
assessment of KNOU have been explained. One of big problems in KNOU undergraduate schools is 
not to check the student’s learning activities. It could be improved by computer software for checking 
the student’s learning activities at least quantitatively, and get the result of checking to be involved in 
student assessment. In the KNOU graduate school, not many professors use assessment functions 
provided by the LMS. The graduate school has no standardized guideline of student assessment. 
Hence, overall student assessment has not been controlled and it is strongly subordinate to the 
professors’ discretion. This problem could be resolved by the effort of KNOU to develop a 
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部分は Hwang, Yang, & Kim (2010) および NIPA (2010) を引用・修正したものである。 
 
1.1 韓国の e ラーニング 
現在、e ラーニングは主要な知識ビジネスとして認識されている。これは、知識経済省
（MKE）が、2004 年の e ラーニング産業発展法の制定を通じて知識経済を刺激すべく e ラ
ーニングを戦略的に推進した成果である。表 1 は、e ラーニング供給市場はサービス事業部
門がけん引してきていることを示しており、2009 年の総収入は 20.9 億米ドルに達し、2005
年から 2009 年までの期間における平均年間成長率は 5.4％であった。 
表 2 が示す通り、e ラーニング市場における需要は、個人、企業、正規教育機関および公
的機関の 4 つのグループに分けられる。2008 年以降、e ラーニングの需要をけん引してきた
のは個人部門であり、その市場シェアは 2009 年の総収入の 45.6％を占める。また、表 2 を
見ると、正規教育機関の e ラーニング需要市場における 2009 年のシェアが 5％に満たない
ことが分かる。 
 
表 1 韓国における e ラーニング供給市場（出典：NIPA (2010)） 

















サービス 1,216 65.0 1,389 66.4 14.2 1.54 
コンテンツ 433 23.1 491 23.5 13.4 1.57 
ソリューション 221 11.9 211 10.1 -4.5 1.39 
合計 1,870 100.0 2,091 100.0 11.8 1.53 
 
 
表 2 韓国における e ラーニング需要市場（出典：NIPA (2010)） 




















個人 735 42.6 816 43.7 945 45.6 15.7 
企業 760 44.0 812 43.5 886 42.8 9.1 
正規教育機関 70 4.0 71 3.8 96 4.7 36.2 
公的機関 163 9.4 167 9.0 144 6.9 -14.0 

















世界の巨大大学 10 校のひとつ(Castro 2001)に数えられる韓国放送通信大学校（KNOU）は、





サイバー大学が e ラーニング授業のみを学生に提供しているのに対し、KNOU では、適切
なハイブリッド学習という形で e ラーニングおよび対面式講義の両方を提供している。 
 
1.2.3 高等教育機関における e ラーニング 
MEST は、「従来型」の大学で e ラーニングを推進する地域 e ラーニングサポートセンタ
ーを国内 10 地域に設立するため、「e キャンパスビジョン 2007」を実施し、各サポートセ
ンターが担当地域での生涯学習のための地域ハブとしての主要な役割を果たすことを促した。
同プロジェクトが各大学に及ぼした影響は絶大である。高等教育部門における e ラーニング










高等教育機関が提供する全コースのうち、大学では 16.9％、専門大学では 9.2％が e ラー
ニングのコースとなっている。e ラーニングコースの割合は徐々に増え、2012 年には大学で
18.2％、専門大学で 10.8％まで増加すると予測されている。図 1 は、e ラーニングコースの








［凡例］ A：e ラーニングのみ B：ハイブリッド、C：補助 


































Oosterbof, Conrad, & Ely (2008) は、遠隔教育には以下の 4 つの世代があるとしている。 
(1) 第 1 世代（1850 年代～1960 年） ：通信教育、公開大学、ラジオ・テレビ 
(2) 第 2 世代（1960 年～1985 年） ：コンピュータを利用しないマルチ技術 
(3) 第 3 世代（1985 年～1995 年） ：コンピュータおよびコンピュータネットワー
  クを利用したマルチ技術 
(4) 第 4 世代（1995 年頃以降） ：コンピュータ、コンピュータネットワークお














2.3 学習評価の 2 つの観点 
本稿では、学習評価を、管理および技術という 2 つの観点から捉える。評価に対する管理
の観点からは、大学における評価に関するルール、規則またはガイドラインについて述べる。








本稿では、韓国のサイバー大学 18 校から 3 つの主要大学を選び、学習評価を管理の観点
から分析した。対象としたサイバー大学は以下の通りである。 
(1) ソウルサイバー大学（SCU） ：プログラム数 14、学生数 2,500 名 
(2) 漢陽サイバー大学（HYCU） ：プログラム数 13、学生数 2,800 名 






未満（SCU の場合）または 10 名未満（KCU の場合）の試験では絶対評価を認めることも可
能である。SCU では、少なくとも 4 つの評価方法を用いなければならず、各評価方法の割
合は中間試験では 30％、期末試験では 50％を超えることはできない。HYCU では、少なく
とも 4 つの評価方法を用いなければならず、各評価方法の割合は 30％を超えることはでき
ない。KCU では、評価方法およびその割合は教授の裁量に委ねられている。SCU および
HYCU では、成績は 9 段階（すなわち、A+、A0、B+…D0、F）で評価され、KCU は 13 段
階評価方式（すなわち、A+、A0、A-、B+…D-、F）を採用している。いずれの大学におい
ても、P（合格）あるいは F（不合格）のみで成績をつける典型的なコース（通常 1 単位）
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がある。例えば、SCU では「e ラーニング学習の理解」というコース（1 単位）を開設して






(1) 学習への参加：学習管理システム（LMS）に蓄積される e ラーニングコンテンツ
の学習時間で評価される。SCU では、講座の 70％以上を終了した学生が評価対




































図 2 は、HYCU の教員が試験の設計・登録を行う試験登録メニューの画面である。
この場合、試験は中間試験のもので、主観問題および客観問題の組み合わせとな





























始より 10 分以内） 
結果を公開しますか？
（はい） 
図 2 HYCU の試験登録メニュー画面 
 
 
4.2 KNOU  























図 3 KNOU のレポート登録メニュー画面 
 
 














も同然である。2010 年の入学者数は 72,183 人、同年の卒業者数は 23,863 人だった。同一年
の入学者数と卒業者数の比較は乱暴かもしれないが、単純にその比率を考えた場合、入学者
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Assessment is generally used to measure learning progress and to collect evidence for final grades. 
From a learner’s perspective, assessments are seen as milestones and as key factors when creating 
study plans. Unlike face-to-face classroom instruction, distance education and e-learning provide 
flexible learning due to the lack of time and space constraints. However, at the same time, they require 
learners’ self-regulated learning (SRL). Successful performance in higher education is related to one’s 
self-regulation (Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008). Self-regulation refers to the degree to which students 
are “metacognitively, motivationally, and behaviorally active participants of their own learning 
process” (Zimmerman, 1989). SRL is an active learning process that involves regulating and 
monitoring learning cognition, motivation, and behavior and setting personal learning goals. 
E-learning could be an excellent setting to cultivate and develop one’s self-regulation skills. It seems 
obvious that a strong positive relationship exists between e-learning and SRL. However, previous 
studies have reported inconsistent results on the relationship (e.g., Kramarski & Gutman, 2006; Lan, 
1996), and some researchers have even reported negative relationships (e.g., Lynch & Dembo, 2004; 
McManus, 2000). 
 
Two plausible explanations for this disagreement include the lack of a proper assessment tool and the 
diverse types of e-learning. These two factors are presented and discussed using case studies from 
several universities in Japan. In this paper, academic assessments and assignments are considered 
from an SRL perspective. 
 
Formative Assessment of Self-Regulated Learning 
 
The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ, Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 
1991) has often been used in SRL research. Since the MSLQ was developed for use in traditional (i.e., 
face-to-face) educational settings, Barnard, Lan, To, Paton, and Lai (2009) noted that it was 
inappropriate for measuring SRL in online education. Several researchers have worked toward 
developing instruments to assess SRL in the context of online learning. For example, Barnard et al. 
developed the Online Self-regulated Learning Questionnaire (OSLQ), which consists of 24 items in 
six areas: goal-setting, environment construction, task strategies, time management, help-seeking, and 
self-evaluation. The OSLQ determines SRL learning style in the online learning context using small 
scales, and its internal reliability (i.e., Cronbach’s alpha) in each area ranges from .87 to .96. However, 
the OSLQ does not contain items about motivation, which is an important factor in online learning 
(e.g., Graham & Wiener, 1996; Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). Therefore, the authors of the current paper 
developed an SRL scale for online learning (Goda et al., 2009) based on the work of Wolters, Pintrich, 
and Karabenic (2003). 
 
The scale developed by Wolters et al. (2003), which contains 103 items in all, consists of three areas 
in each phase mentioned above: cognition, motivation, and behavior. Goda et al. (2010) eliminated 
items about online learning and developed a new SRL scale for e-learning with the data collected 
from 825 subjects. It consists of four factors (i.e., affective strategies, cognitive strategies, 
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help-seeking, and independence) and contains 40 items in all. Appendix A shows the 40 concrete 
items in four factors and the internal consistency of each.  
 
The scale has been used as a formative assessment of SRL in e-learning to investigate the 
relationships between learners’ types and learning behavior to determine the necessary support for 
each student (Yamada et al., 2011). The research has revealed that different types of e-learning may 
require different levels of SRL in students.  
 
For example, Otemae University provides full e-learning courses for on-campus students, and they 
maintain an 80% completion rate for all e-learning courses as a result of ingenious attempts to 
cultivate students’ SRL, especially learning habits and time management (Goda et al., 2009). Their 
unique attempts at comprehensively supporting learners’ learning habits are multidimensional. These 
supports could be useful in helping students form their learning habits, requiring less SRL compared 
with other fully online courses. When the completion rate was analyzed based on the four factors of 
the SRL scale (Goda et al., 2010), it was revealed that students with middle and high levels of 
“affective strategies” and “cognitive strategies” completed class assignments and assessments 
regularly, and their completion rates were above 90%. On the other hand, those with low levels for all 
four SRL factors or high levels for all factors completed fewer assignments, and their completion rates 
were 78.89% and 53.33%, respectively. 
 
The case of Yamagata University provides another example of the SRL scale application. Blended 
learning courses (with face-to-face instruction and e-learning) were used to examine the effects of 
e-mentor presence on SRL factors. The research indicated that perceptions of the e-mentor’s presence 
slightly affected help-seeking. 
 
The observations noted above reveal that SRL in e-learning might be affected by various factors 
related to design, implementation, learning environment, learning content, available learning support, 
and so on. Some types of e-learning require higher levels of SRL, while others (i.e., those that provide 
comprehensive learning support and that have been developed considering learning mechanisms) 
require lower levels. From the various types of e-learning and the associated information, the 
processes and products of learning, including course-completion rates, might be able to be predicted 
with a certain degree of confidence. Aoyama Gakuin University has been providing an e-learning 
professional cultivating program since 2006. They deliver two different types of courses for the 
project: full online courses without credits and blended learning courses with credits. The 
accumulated data shows that the completion rate for the former type is approximately 20%, while that 
of the latter type is roughly 75%. This complexity in terms of context and subject diversity might 
contribute to the inconsistency in the research on the SRL–e-learning relationship. Of course, it is 
essential that a valid and reliable instrument be used to measure SRL in e-learning. However, in order 
to understand the relationship between SRL and e-learning, the factors that potentially affect SRL 
should be considered.  
 
In the next section, the manner in which evaluation plans affect students’ SRL and learning is 
illustrated using the cases of Otemae University and Kumamoto University. Learning habits and time 
management are also a focus in this section of the paper. 
 
Self-Regulated Learning and Time Management 
 
To enhance SRL skills, metacognition should be utilized properly (Pintrich et al., 1993). 
Metacognition refers to the ability to control one’s cognitive processes as “metacomponents,” which 
are responsible for “figuring out how to do a particular task or set of tasks, and then making sure that 
the task or set of tasks are done correctly” (Sternberg, 1986).  
 
Self-monitoring and control are fundamental categories of metacognition and consciousness 
(Kihlstrom, 1984). Self-monitoring and control can be causally efficacious for learning (Nelson et al., 
1996). The academic learning cycle includes forethought, performance or volitional control, and 
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self-reflection (Shunk & Zimmerman, 1998). In order to cultivate one’s self-regulation for learning, 
accurate metacognition must be acquired and cognitive and affective skills must be adopted gradually 
during the repetition of the learning cycle.  
 
One of the problems instructors, administrators, and tutors or mentors engaging in e-learning face is 
that learners do not study regularly (i.e., they do not access a learning management system (LMS) 
regularly). Without time and place constraints in the e-learning setting, learners have to initiate, 
manage, and control their own learning. The effective management of time (along with an appropriate 
study environment and cultivated SRL skills) leads to the successful accomplishment of learning 
goals (Pintrich et al., 1993). Organizational and time-management strategies are strong predictors of 
academic achievement (Nonis et al., 2006).  
 
The ability to appropriately allocate cognitive resources, such as deciding how and when a given task 
should be accomplished, is also essential to intelligence (Sternberg, 1986). College administrators and 
instructors should focus on developing interventions to instill a healthy sense of self-efficacy in 
students and teach them how to manage their time effectively, especially for first-year students 
(Kitsantas, Winsler, & Iiuie, 2008). Developing the time-management skill is one SRL strategy 
(Zimmerman, Bonner, & Kovach, 1996), and practicable methods of acquiring time-management 
skills include (1) creating regular learning habits, (2) setting practical and feasible goals, (3) using the 
same place for learning, and so on (Zimmerman et al.). In the next (Case Studies) section, the 




E-Learning at Otemae University 
At Otemae University, the e-learning program has been well designed and carefully implemented 
from the perspectives of (1) course design and development, (2) course implementation and 
mentoring, (3) customization of an LMS, and (4) collaborations among instructors and e-learning 
professionals. 
 
(1) Course Design and Development 
All courses provided at Otemae University were designed and developed under the supervision of 
instructional designers. Working closely with course instructors, the instructional designers set 
learning goals, evaluation methods, learning activities, and SRL materials. During the design phase of 
the instructional design cycle, the roles of instructors, mentors, and tutors were discussed, and 
facilitation and support during course implementation were also considered. Not only were course 
goals set, but also the learning outcomes of all 15 weeks were decided at the beginning of the course 
design, and each week involved several assignments (e.g., quizzes, discussions, and/or short reports). 
It was believed that the frequent tests/assignments would assist students in developing effective 
learning habits. This is supported by Boylan, who pointed out (at his keynote speech at the 5th Japan 
Association of Developmental Education Conference in 2009) that frequent tests are useful in 
developmental education. Regarding SRL materials, the instructional designers consulted with content 
specialists from the media section to conduct operational checks with an LMS. Considering learner 
behavior in the e-learning context, the materials created were less than 20 minutes long. In order to 
keep learners’ concentration and attention, the materials included a lot of interactive work and 
different stimuli and media types (e.g., comics, animations, etc.). 
 
(2) Course Implementation and Mentoring 
A semester includes 15 weeks of lessons. In order to develop time-management skills, we set a 
two-week period for each lesson as an indication of learning one lesson. After each two-week period, 
students could still learn the materials on the LMS, but if they did not complete the learning materials 
in that time, they were treated as tardy for the lesson. Flexibility in terms of time often causes learners 
to postpone learning, which is one of problems with self-regulated e-learning. To solve this problem, 
the two-week period was employed. It was hoped that this short time period would force the students 
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to experience the following SRL cycle: plan, monitor, and self-evaluate learning. Moreover, this way, 
students had 15 opportunities to practice their time-management skills for SRL.  
 
During implementation, the mentors monitored the students’ learning progress during the weekdays 
and sent messages to individuals who had not made learning progress for a few weeks via the LMS 
and/or email. They also performed regular mentoring activities based on the mentoring guidelines 
created before the beginning of the semester. The mentors worked at the Learner Support Center 
regularly, so when students could not solve the problems using the system, they could stop by the 
center and ask the mentors for help. Some students did not check their email or the LMS regularly, 
and in such cases, the mentors created posters with important messages and posted them on the 
bulletin boards at the school. The mentors also shared course-mentoring guidelines among themselves 
and decided on support methods beyond the courses. It was thought that delivering similar messages 
in a short period might decrease students’ motivation; thus, to avoid such a situation, the mentors 
shared the information and activities within the assigned courses. Prior to e-learning course 
registration, we also set a trial week (similar to that for regular face-to-face instruction courses) to 
decrease inevitable dropouts caused by the belief that e-learning is easy or by general curiosity about 
e-learning, as pointed out by Horton (2001). 
 
(3) Customization of the LMS 
Regarding time-management, the top page of the LMS was customized to show a list of all registered 
courses and progress indicators for each course. All learning activities were related to the indicators. 
Students had to complete all activities (e.g., watching self-regulated content, taking a quiz, joining a 
discussion, etc.) to get a double circle during the two-week period. Students could check their 
progress and attendance for the 15 lessons simultaneously when they started their studies.  
 
(4) Collaborations among Instructors and E-learning Professionals 
Collaborations among e-learning professionals are necessary for quality e-learning courses (Tamaki, 
2006). The staff members at the E-learning Center possessed professional skills and experiences in the 
field of e-learning, and they worked collaboratively to develop and implement the courses in line with 
Tamaki’s collaboration model. Sharing information and offering collaborative support to learners are 
crucial to promoting student learning and motivating learners. To continuously improve the courses, a 
reflection meeting at the end of each semester, at the evaluation phase of the instructional design cycle, 
is held, and all professionals and members who are in charge of e-learning implementation at the 
school join and exchange information and opinions. The hope is that sustainable efforts among 
professionals will increase learners’ motivation and retention rates. 
 
Learning Habits 
Students’ daily LMS access (from April 16 to August 7) is shown in Figure 1. In the beginning, 
students might have had some difficulties accessing the LMS to learn. Gradually, they seemed to 
develop their learning habits, and the access rates increased. The new lessons opened every Thursday, 
and the two-week lesson period lasted until the Wednesday two weeks later. Thus, students accessed 
the system most often on Wednesdays to complete their learning materials in time. The two-week 
lesson period forced the students to study the targeted lesson regularly.  
 
Once the learning habits had been formed, regardless of holidays or school closures, they were 
maintained. However, the university was closed from May 18 to May 22 due to the H1N1 flu that was 
circulating. At the end of the semester, the access rate decreased for a spell and then increased right 

















































































































Figure 1. Daily LMS Access - Spring 2009 
 
 
CALL at Kumamoto University 
One of the advantages of employing Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) is that it allows 
students to learn at their own pace if online connections are available. Kumamoto University started 
CALL for first-year English courses in 2002, and all freshmen are now taking a CALL English course 
in either the spring or the fall semester. The CALL program was designed to foster students’ 
autonomy and SRL by integrating several online systems: the CALL application, LMS, and learning 
support system. Possible strategies for developing and enhancing SRL skills were discussed during 
weekly reflection and forethought activities in the conference presentation. 
 
As Angelo and Cross point out, learners should “learn how to assess their own learning. If they are to 
become self-directed, lifelong learners, they also need instruction and practice in self-assessment” 
(1993, p. 9). Weekly reflection and forethought activities with the learning support system were 
employed in CALL courses. The reflection and forethought activity refers to learners’ recorded 
self-evaluations on the LMS: setting a goal for a week, judging if learning progressed as planned, and 
determining reasons for failure (if any). This research aimed to investigate the effects of individual 
reflection with the learning support system on students’ SRL by focusing on learning habits. 
 
The sample included 132 students from three CALL courses. To minimize the effect of subject 
characteristic differences, two classes were set as control groups and one was set as a treatment group. 
There were 39 students in Control Group 1 (CG1), 44 in Control Group 2 (CG2), and 49 in the 
Treatment Group (TG). To encourage students to reflect on their own study, the integrated learning 
support system developed by the CALL working group at Kumamoto University was employed. The 
system allowed students to check their learning progress visually (i.e., with Progress Viewer, Learning 
Log Chart, and Accumulated Learning Hour Chart) and compare their progress with that of their 
classmates. This system is available on the web, so students could check their progress at any time.  
 
Students in the control groups were engaged in classroom reflection activities with the learning 
support system, and students in the treatment group recorded individual reflections. Both activities 
were done at the beginning (first three minutes) and the end (last three minutes) of each class. In the 
control groups, students accessed the learning system individually, and the instructor showed the 
charts above on the projector and asked students to monitor their own learning. Then, the instructor 
pointed out several students and asked if they studied as planned for the previous week. In the 
treatment group, instead of pointing out particular students, the instructor asked students to record 
their reflection on the LMS in the form of a letter to themselves.  
 
Both reflection activities in the control and treatment groups intended to help students experience 
Spring Holidays 
Closed for H1N1 Flu 
National Holidays 
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self-evaluation for the previous week and forethought for the following week. The activities started in 
Week 4 and lasted until the end of the semester. 
 
Self-Regulated Learning (SRL) Minutes 
At the beginning of the reflection activities (i.e., in the fourth week), the differences among the three 
groups were not large. As Figure 2 shows, the mean of weekly SRL minutes for the treatment group 
with individual reflection activities increased rapidly at approximately Weeks 9 and 10. The control 
groups did not change in terms of the mean of weekly SRL minutes until Week 11. In Weeks 10 and 
11, students in the treatment group averaged 250 to 300 minutes in SRL outside of the classroom. On 
the other hand, both control groups filled less than 50 minutes until Week 11. At the end of the 








In this paper, an overview of the relationship between e-learning and SRL was provided. Evaluation 
and e-learning support affect the manner in which students learn and manage resources. Types of 
e-learning may change students’ cognitive, affective, help-seeking, and self-independence strategies in 
terms of SRL. When assessments and assignments are designed for e-learning, actors (including 
designers, instructors, and mentors) should realize that they are also designing students’ learning. 
Different learning activities along with assessments could be planned to support learners’ ability to 
cultivate and develop their SRL. Moreover, while assessments and evaluations need to be developed 
as valid and reliable instruments, they might make learning more student oriented and provide good 
opportunities for students to control and regulate their learning. Further research on the relationship 
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I remind myself how important it is to do well on the tests and assignments in this course.
I tell myself that I need to keep studying to do well in this course.
I persuade myself to keep at it just to see how much I can learn.
I tell myself that I should keep working just to learn as much as I can
I remind myself about how important it is to get good grades.
I tell myself that I should work at least as hard as other students.
I think about how my grade will be affected if I don't do my reading or studying.
I keep telling myself that I want to do better than others in my class.
I try to study at a time when I can be more focused.
I convince myself to work hard just for the sake of learning.
I make good use of my study time for this course.
I think about trying to become good at what we are learning or doing.
I usually study in a place where I can concentrate on my course work.
Even when course materials are dull and uninteresting,  I manage to keep working until I finish.
I promise myself I can do something I want later if I finish the assigned work now.
I change my surroundings so that it is easy to concentrate on the work.
When studying for this class,  I read my class notes and the course readings over and over again.
When I study for this class,  I pull together information from different sources, such as lectures, readings,  and,
discussions.
When I study for this course,  I go through the readings and my class notes and try to find the most important ideas.
When I study for this course,  I go over my class notes and make an outline of important concepts.
I memorize key words to remind me of important concepts in this class.
When I study for this class, I practice saying the material to myself over and over.
When reading for this class,  I try to relate the material to what I already know.
When I study for the readings for this course,  I outline the material to help me organize my thoughts.
I try to understand the material in this class by making connections between the readings and the concepts from the
lectures.
I make simple charts,  diagrams, or tables to help me organize course material.
I try to relate ideas in this subject to those in other course whenever possible.
Getting help in this class would make me a better student.
Getting help in this class would make me a smarter student.
If I needed help understanding the lectures in this class I would ask for help.
If I needed help with the readings in this class I would ask for help.
If I needed help in this class I would ask someone for assistance.
If I were to get help in this class it would be to better understand the general ideas or principles.
I would get help in this class to learn to solve problems and find answers by myself.
Getting help in this class would be a way for me to learn more about basic principles that I could use to solve
problems or understand the material.
Getting help in this class would increase my ability to learn the material
Others would think I was dumb if I asked for help in this class.
I would not want anyone to find out that I needed help in this class.
Getting help in this class would be an admission that I am just not smart enough to do the work on my own.



































り(Kramarski & Gutman 2006; Lan 1996 など)、負の相関関係を指摘する研究者もいる(Lynch 






SRLに関する調査では、Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire（MSLQ、Pintrich, 
Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie 1991）がよく使用される。MSLQは、従来の（＝対面式による）
教育現場での使用を目的として開発されたものであり、オンライン教育におけるSRL測定に
は適切でないとの指摘もある（Barnard, Lan, To, Paton, and Lai 2009）。複数の研究者が、オン
ライン学習環境におけるSRLを評価するツール開発を進めてきた。例えば、Barnardらが開




て重要な要因である動機付け（Graham & Wiener 1996; Pintrich & Schunk 2002）に関する項目
が含まれいない。従って、本稿の著者は、Wolters、Pintrich、Karabenicの研究（2003）をベ
ースに、オンライン学習向けのSRL尺度を開発した(Goda et al. 2009)。 
Wolters 他（2003）により開発されたスケールは、全部で 103 項目あり、上記各フェーズ
について 3 つの領域（認知、動機付け、行動）からなる。Goda et al.（2010）は、オンライ
ン学習に関係ない項目を削除し、825 名の対象者から得たデータを用いて、新たな e ラーニ
ング向け SRL スケールを開発した。全部で 4 因子（情緒的方略、認知的方略、援助要請、























































である(Pintrich et al. 1993)。組織的な時間管理方略は、学習達成の強力な予測因子となる 




時間を管理するか教える必要がある(Kitsantas, Winsler, & Iiuie 2008)。時間管理スキルの開発
は、SRL戦略のひとつであり(Zimmerman, Bonner, & Kovach 1996)、同スキルを獲得するため
の実際的な方法としては、(1)規則的な学習習慣をつけること（2）現実的かつ達成可能な目































































































































































































図 1 毎日の LMS利用－2009年春学期 
 
熊本大学の CALL 
Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL)の利点のひとつは、オンライン環境さえあれ
ば、学生が自分のペースで学習できる点にある。熊本大学では、2002 年に新入生向け英語













サンプルには、CALL3 講座の受講者 132 名を含む。科目特有の違いによる影響を最小限
にするために、2 グループをコントロールグループとし、1 グループをトリートメントグル
ープに設定した。各グループの学生数は、コントロールグループ１（CG1）が 39 名、コン


























た。図 2 に示すように、個人リフレクション活動を行うトリートメントグループの SRL の
週平均時間は、およそ 9 週目および 10 週目から飛躍的に増加した。コントロールグループ
については、11週目まで大きな変化は見られなかった。10週目と 11週目、トリートメント
グループの学生の、教室外での SRLは平均 250~300分だった。一方、2つのコントロールグ





































Treatment Group: System 
+ Individual Reflection 
Control Group 2: System 
+ Classroom Reflection 
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Barnard, L., Lan, W. Y., To, Y. M., Paton, V. O., & Lai, S-L. (2009). Measuring self-regulation in 
online and blended learning environments. Internet and Higher Education, 12, 1-6. 
Graham, S., & Weiner, B. (1996). Theories and principles of motivation. In D. Berliner & R. Calfree 
(Eds.), Handbook of educational psychology (pp. 63-84). New York, NY: Simon and Schuster 
Macmillan. 
Goda, Y., Matsuda, T., Yamada, M., Saito, Y., Kato, H., & Miyagawa, H. (2009). Ingenious attempts 
to develop self-regulated learning strategies with e-learning: Focusing on time-management skill 
and learning habit. Proceedings from E-Learn 2009, Vancouver, Canada, 1265-1274. 
Goda, Y., Yamada, M., Kato, H., Matsuda, T., Saito, Y., & Miyagawa, H. (2010). Preliminary 
development of learner support prediction model for e-learning based on self-regulated learning 
factors. Proceedings from ICERI 2010, Madrid, Spain, 1960-1967. 
Horton, W. (2001). Evaluating e-learning. VA: American Society for Training and Development. 
Kramarski, B., & Gutman, M. (2006). How can self-regulated learning be supported in mathematical 
e-learning environments? Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 22, 24-33. 
Kihlstrom, J. (1984). Conscious, subconscious, unconscious: A cognitive perspective. In K. S. Bowers 
& D. Meichenbaum (Eds.), The unconscious reconsidered. NY: Wiley. 
Kitsantas, A., Winsler, A., & IIuie, F. (2008). Self-regulation and ability predictors of academic 
success during college: A predictive validity study. (2008). Journal of Advanced Academics, 
20(1), 42-68.  
Lan, W. Y. (1996). The effect of self-monitoring on students’ course performance, use of learning 
strategies, attitude, self-judgment ability and knowledge representation. Journal of Experimental 
Education, 64, 101-115. 
Lynch, R., & Dembo, M. (2004). The relationship between self-regulation and online learning in a 
blended learning context. International Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning, 5(2), 
1-16 
Nelson, T. O., Dunlosky, J., Graf, A., & Narens, L. (1994). Utilization of metacognitive judgments in 
the allocation of study during multitrial learning. Psychological Science, 5(4), 207-213. 
Nonis, S. A., Philhours, M. J., & Hudson, G. I. (2006). Where does the time go? A diary approach to 
business and marketing students’ time use. Journal of Marketing Education, 28, 121-134. 
McManus, T. F. (2000). Individualizing instruction in a web-based hypermedia learning environment. 
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San 
Diego, California. 
Pintrich, P. R., Smith, D. A., Garcia, T., & McKeachie, W. J. (1991). A manual for the use of 
Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ). The National Center for Research to 
Improve Postsecondary Teaching and Learning Project on Instructional Processes and 
Educational Outcomes. NCRIPTAL- 91-B-004. 
Pintrich, P. R., & Schunk, D. H. (2002). Motivation in education: Theory, research, and applications. 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall Merrill. 
Pintrich, P. R., Smith, D. A. F., Gracia, T., & McKeachie, W. (1993). Reliability and predictive 
validity of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ). Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 53, 801-813. 
Sternberg, R. J. (1986). Intelligence applied. NY: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Publishers. 
玉木欽也(編著) (2006). eラーニング専門家のためのインストラクショナルデザイン. 東京電
機大学出版社. 
Yamada, M., Goda, Y., Saito, Y., Matsuda, T., Kato, H., & Miyagawa, H. (2011). System design for e-
mentor support system with prediction of learning style. Proceedings from EDULEARN 11, 
Barcelona, Spain, 6009-6017. 
Wolters, C. A., Pintrich, P. R., & Karabenic, S. A. (2003). Assessing academic self-regulated learning. 
Paper presented at the Conference on Indicators of Positive Development: Definitions, Measures, 
and Prospective Validity.  
Zimmerman, B. J., & Schunk, D. H. (2008). Motivation: An essential dimension of self-regulated 
learning. In D.H. Schunk & B. J. Zimmerman (Eds.), Motivation and self-regulated learning: 
Theory, research and applications (pp.1-30). NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
99 / 123
Zimmerman, B.J. (1989). A social cognitive view of self-regulated academic learning. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 81, 307-313. 
Zimmerman, B. J. (1998). Academic studying and the development of personal skill: A self-regulatory 








  この科目でよくできるようになるために学習し続ける必要があると言い聞かせている 
  学習成果をみるために学習を続けるように自分を説得している 
  出来るだけ多く学ぶために学習しつづけなくてはいけないと自分に言い聞かせている 
  いい成績を取ることがどんなに重要なことかをいつも念頭に置いている 
  他の学生と同じように少なくとも一生懸命取り組むべきだと言い聞かせている 
  読み物や勉強をしなかったら、成績へどんな影響があるか考える 
  授業の他の学生より、よくできるようになりたいと言い続けている 
  より集中している時学習するようにしている 
  学ぶためだけに一生懸命学習するように自分を説得している 
  この科目のために学習時間を有効に使っている 
  学習していることや実践していることを得意になることがきるように心がけている 
  学習に集中できる場所で学習をいつもしている 
  たとえ学習内容がつまらない時でも、終わるまで学習し続けることができる 
  与えられた課題が終わったら自分のやりたいことをしようと思う 
  簡単に学習に集中できるように環境を変える 





  この科目の学習する時、ノートを見直し、重要な概念のアウトラインを作成する 
  この科目で大事な概念が何かを思い出させるためにキーワードを覚える 







  科目の内容を整理するために簡単なチャート、図、表などを作る 
  この科目の考え方をできるだけ他のコースの考えと関連付けるようにしている 
3.援助要請 0.833 この授業で、助けを得ることで、より良い学生になれると思う 
  この授業で、助けを得ることで、より賢い学生になれると思う 
  講義を理解するのに支援が必要な時、支援を求める 
  読み物で分からないところがある時、支援を求める 
  この授業で分からないことある時、支援を誰かに求める 
  もしこの授業で助けを得ると、一般的な考えや原理をより理解することになると思う 
  自分自身で問題を解決して答えを出すために学習するためにこの授業で支援を得たい 
  この授業で助けを得ることは、内容を理解したり問題を解決したりするために使うこ
とができる基礎的な原理についてよりよく学習するための方法であると考える 
  この授業で、助けを得ることで、内容を学ぶための能力が増すことになると思う 
4.自己独立性 0.781 他の学生は、この授業で支援を求めたら頭が悪いと思うだろう 








 Panel Discussion 
 























The fee for Open University courses starting in September 2012 is about UK£5000 for a full 
year of study. The fees have changed. It is very difficult to give you; that is not a simple 
answer. Until September the fees are very different for each course. In September to study 
at the Open University for a full year is £5000. British universities have all changed their fees 
now, and most universities are charging £9000 for the fee for a full year. The Open 
University is less, but it is still much more expensive from September than today, literally 
today.  
 
How much does a tutor get paid? This also is different for different courses because some 
courses are much smaller than others, so the tutor does not get as much for that tuition. Let 
me give you an example on a postgraduate 60-credit module. The tutor will maybe get 
UK£3000 for the whole job. The fee that the tutor gets is very different depending on the 
course that they tutor. It may be a lot less than £3000, and in some courses it may be more. 
 
Then again, the question, ‘How many students does the tutor have?’ Usually about twenty. 
On the postgraduate modules that my institute teaches, you can now do a masters in online 
distance education, it’s a smaller group. It is only about fifteen students to each tutor. For the 










 President Okabe of OUJ talked about the cost in the education system. Sometimes the cost 
is a hazard or barrier to improving the education system. I would like to ask your impression 
of the cost performance for the tutor and the cost performance for the professor. How do you 
balance investing the university money or budget? You say that 7000 tutors is very I think 
efficient to educate in comparison with 10 or 20 professors. 
 
Mary Thorpe: 
Yes, you’re right. Our system is based on trying to get the maximum percentage of students 
to pass the course who first register. If you are a university where it doesn’t matter how 
many students pass the course, maybe you can just have an examination. We have tried not 
giving deadlines for assignments, but students didn’t do the work. Efficiency and 
effectiveness go together here, and you’re right, it is a big job to mark all of those 
assignments and give feedback. Kumiko said ‘We can’t do this because we don’t have your 
tutor system.’ For us, this is the system that enables new students; it’s still only about 55% of 
all of those who start who pass the course. Once they’ve passed the first course a higher 
percentage will go on to pass. There are many other open and distance education 
institutions who never tell us what their drop-out rates and retention rates are, so it’s difficult 





















I think there are a little bit too many big questions. I think I want to focus on one thing. 
Maybe the relationship with industry would be a good point to discuss here. Maybe just a 
brief statement and see if you have any relationship with industry, not only just in 
assessment but in developing curriculum and so forth, and I think that would be a good 
question to focus on. Starting with Mary. Okay, you… 
 
Mike Keppell: 
I think it is a very good question about the relationship with industry with e-learning because 
I think that in most parts of the world that I’ve worked, e-learning is not less expensive to 
actually undertake. I mean by that, not only the infrastructure but also to the personnel 
required to actually develop the resources and for learning and teaching. The inclusion of 
industry I think is a good strategy in the long term for most universities in the world to 
actually decrease the cost of e-learning in terms of infrastructure. It is a very good point. I 
think most universities do have relationships with industry in certain areas and I think they 




Any others to add? 
 
Christine Wihak: 
Yes, actually in North America, what’s happening in higher education is that there are many 
private organizations starting to deliver e-learning. I think that it’s starting to almost become 
a competitive situation between private industry delivering education and the established 
universities delivering education. 
 
There’s also, particularly in the design and computer industries, a move away from using a 
university credential as a form of recognition. The software giant Mozilla, Mozilla Foundation, 
is funding a major project to develop what they call ‘badges’ where people can get 
recognition for their learning in different areas, a lot, mostly through e-learning. They are 
promoting that actually as a competitor to standard university educations. Instead of their 
being a cooperative relationship, there is a bit of competition happening. 
 
青木久美子: 
That statement actually made me think about all of your discussion and you presented 
assessment from different perspectives. I think there are two big pillars in terms of thinking 
of student assessment. One is to credentials, giving credit for what they have learned and 
studied. That is an important part of assessment. But what Mary and Mike especially 
mentioned is that to facilitate learning, we have to give assessment to actually facilitate the 
learning, not only just the credit for what they learned, but to motivate students, to give 
feedback to facilitate continuing to learn. I think those two things are very, very big pillars of 
assessment. If you try to do both perfectly, that would be very difficult. In case of Christine, 
in your case you are focusing on credential giving, instead of kind of…-- no, you disagree? 
You disagree. Okay. Yes, I wanted to hear. I think your program is kind of focusing on giving 
credentials to what students have done in the past, and also trying to provide evidence of 
what they’ve learned in the past. 
 
Christine Wihak: 
…planning, performance and reflection. The thing about preparing a PLAR portfolio is that it 
is a learning experience. Much of people’s experiential learning is silent. They don’t know 
what they know. It’s invisible to them. I’m actually working on a paper on how that‘s related 
to this structure of the brain and how the brain processes information. In order to describe 
their experiential learning, they have to make it conscious, and it’s a very strong, powerful 
learning experience in and of itself. So yes, the motivation initially for students is time and 
money, but the actual result is self-confidence and learning. 
 
青木久美子: 
So, in a sense, the learning was not really set by a teacher and the learning objective was 
not really set by a teacher. In regular courses a teacher usually sets the learning objective in 
a sense, to actually organize a course and curriculum. In prior experiential learning, it’s more 
like a student set the learning objective and provides evidence. 
 
Christine Wihak: 
Well when they were doing the learning, either they set the objectives themselves, or their 
employers set the objectives. In many cases it is the employer who is saying you need to 
learn to do this. When the performance is being assessed, it is being assessed against 
learning outcomes set by the professor. The same person, the professor, writes the course, 
writes the learning outcomes and determines whether the student has met them. So they are 







Jin Gon Shon: 
I would like to point out that we need some stakeholder when we are talking about 
assessment. Not only students or their parents, but also our society, sometimes it is the 
country itself, or sometimes it is international society, and we are talking about industry. 
From the point of view of some industry business company, ‘We need that kind of qualified 
students or graduate people.’ On the other side, in the university, ‘This is a very core 
principle. I have to teach this one to our students.’ Outside our school, in the business field, 
they need some more specific skill or some more specific competency to do something. 
There are some gaps in conventional universities and the more advanced business fields. 


















Your questions, thank you, are very good. It is difficult to be very precise, but let me try. An 
undergraduate degree at a British university is 360 credits. The biggest module that we offer 
is 60 credits. That’s a half of a full-time year of study, so it’s a big amount of teaching and 
learning. 
 
Every team that makes a module has a person who is the lead person, the leader, and that 
person is called the ‘chair’. If it is a 60-credit module, there will be five, or six perhaps, 
academic members of the team to provide the main subject-based teaching. There could be 
more than that if it’s one of our Level 1 entry courses where the students are finding out 
about, for example social science in general, so you must have somebody who can do the 
teaching in sociology, in geography, in psychology, so you will probably have a really big 
team. Whereas if you have a small course, very specialist, 30-credits, maybe only two 
academics can do it, but they are not the only people on the team. 
 
We also have a staff tutor, a person who is close to the teaching and the students, who is 
helping the academics to understand how to communicate with the students so that there is 
a balance between subject-knowledge, and we try not to produce textbooks, we try to 
produce teaching material and there is a big difference. We bring into the team people who 
can say ‘What you’ve produced may be academically good but the students will not 
understand it,’ or ‘You are not helping them learn.’ 
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 Also we have maybe people whose only function is to read the draft material, they are 
‘critical readers’, and they could be academics from a different area. 
 
The other key person on the team is a non-academic called a ‘course manager’. This person 
helps to organize the production process: to set up the meetings; to take the minutes; to 
work with the course team chair on managing the whole process. That’s the main team. 
They work very closely with the media and the editorial staff when they get close to 
producing the final version, and also the librarians. That’s a very general idea about the 
team that produces this material. 
 
You asked me about the costs of producing a course. Again this varies a great deal. If we 
are producing a course for 60 credits, for sort of 3000 students or more every year who 
study that, we can afford a very expensive course because there are a lot more students 
who are going to pay the fees. 
 
My institute produces master’s-level courses for a small population. Courses by our 
standards may be 100 students on each module; 400 on the whole master’s. Our courses to 
produce will be about the whole cost of the whole institution, UK£1.5 million, and then every 
year the cost of paying the tutors is more than that. Some other courses will be a lot more 
expensive than that: £5, 6, 7 million for the production. 
 
青木久美子: 
Thank you. It was a difficult question I guess, but we got a good idea. Just to add to that 




We used to spend three years and cost pressures have brought that down a very great deal. 
In my institute we now take twelve months to produce a master’s-level new module; 
elsewhere in the university, two years from start to finish. That may sound a long time, but 
it’s not a long time actually. From the start of the process to the actually students studying it, 
it’s pretty pressured. 
 
青木久美子: 





























Any other comments from the speakers about maybe about the cultural differences of 
students? I think that is a kind of question, here too, because at this kind of international 
symposium we always have some discussion of culture. I think that when you are just 
looking at the way we teach obviously there is a big cultural difference, and the way to 
assess as well. I think Christine mentioned that in North America multiple-choice questions 
are almost disappearing in higher education, and more of the writing, essays and portfolios 
are becoming main stream. I think it is still unthinkable in Japan to do away with multiple-
choice questions especially in the distance education situation because we have to deal with 
so many students. I think the UK or OU model is great because you have the structure of the 
tutors, and the tutors can only oversee twenty to twenty-five students at most, so that they 
can actually closely monitor individual students. In most universities in Japan, that kind of 
situation is prohibitively expensive and not very realistic. In that situation I wonder what 
would be the solution for us to have assessment which also does credentialing as well as 
facilitates learning. I asked a similar question to Mary and you mentioned that some 
interactive computer tutoring kind of thing might be one way. Are there any other ideas? 
 
Mike Keppell: 
Probably one of the big areas I think assessment needs to move into is ‘authentic 
assessment’. Authentic assessment means relating assessment for the students when they 
are going through their studies that they will actually apply when they are in the real world, 
whether choosing e-portfolios or they are choosing other aspects. That is a big move at least 
in Australia and I think in other parts of the world that authentic assessment is a real key. 
What you are doing then as well is you are actually allowing the student to engage with 
some of the practice, if you like, when they go into the real world, whether a doctor or lawyer, 
a nurse or teacher, whatever. There is a big push for that in terms of authenticity. Whether 
you can make it truly authentic is another question in itself, but at least attempting to bridge 
the gap between theory and practice, or theory and implementation when they are out in 






Yes, I think that in North America a lot of the push for improved assessment practice is 
actually coming from employers because what they were finding was that university 
graduates were very good at passing exams, but they were not very good at doing the job 
they were hired to do, because somebody can be very good at writing exams and not 
actually be able to apply that knowledge effectively in the workplace. 
 
Part of that push came…we developed in North America a lot of what we call community 
colleges that have very practical courses. They have smaller classes; the professors are not 
paid as much; and they have developed more authentic assessment methods. That has 
created a pressure for universities to also create authentic assessment methods. 
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It is not that the professor suddenly woke up and said ‘Yes we have to start changing the 
way we assess.’ They are really being pushed by industry, and because our universities are 
funded by the government, the pressure comes from industry to the government to the 
universities. You know, ‘Why are we paying for education that doesn’t prepare our young 





Jin Gon Shon: 
I would like to talk about two points of view. One is for the tutoring system. Actually we have 
a pilot tutoring system in Korea National Open University but it is not big-scale like the Open 
University. It is quite good but we wonder if the assessment is not uniform. It depends on the 
tutor’s quality or the tutor’s preference. It’s okay maybe, very effective, to get feedback from 
the tutor because just twenty to twenty-five students per tutor. We take care of those kinds of 
imbalance depending on the tutor’s ability. Although we still have that kind of a tutoring 
system as a pilot, for a feasibility study, we still don’t allow the tutor to mark some part of the 
assessment process for the students. 
 
We have another pilot system, a mentoring system. We hire from among our university 
graduates, especially based on volunteers, but we pay some. They usually know about 
what’s going on in our university and in academic administrative matters, but they are not 
qualified for teaching the mentee, but usually for the academic things. ‘You have to 
concentrate on this material until a particular day,’ and ‘You have to worry about when the 
report deadline is,’ or ‘You have to attend the mid-term examination at some regional 
center.’ Those kinds of pointers are very helpful for our first comers like the freshmen in our 
university. That kind of a mentoring system is very helpful in preventing dropouts due to a 
lack of help. Many new students drop out because of the lack of some such kind of 
academic counseling or something like that. That is our option. 
 
The second one is an international thing. I think we can collaborate with each other among 
the open universities in the world. In our university in the Digital Media Center we have 
developed e-learning content and television programs. Usually we, maybe you compare it to 
your developing budget, spend US$2000 for a program. It’s forty minutes and fifteen weeks, 
so it’s quite cheap comparatively to OUJ and the Open University, but I think it’s quite good 
quality. We have our own e-learning content open to everybody, like open education 
resources. I think there are nine e-learning contents, for example, Quick Korean is a very 
good introduction for foreigners to learn Korean language. We can offer those kinds of things 
to any country. I think that is a good kind of opportunity for collaborating internationally or for 






I just wanted to mention one thing that I think with assessment, disruptive innovations, and I 
was doing some work in this a couple of days ago. I think student-generated content is going 
to be one of the things that is going to disrupt the way we do assessment in the future 
because we are going to be relying on and allowing students to generate multiple forms of 
assessment in different modalities to actually articulate what they know in certain areas. 
They may be better verbally. They may be better visually. They may be better in other ways. 
I think that’s exciting in the future. I think we are going to see more of that. 
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 Another thing that I think is disruptive as well is that the way we give feedback is going to 
change. Already colleagues around the world are using podcasts to give feedback to their 
students in a verbal sense, so they get a sense of belonging to a distance education 
university in other ways as well. These are prevalent in certain pockets, but I think both 
those things are going to be much more prevalent in the future. How our IT systems and 
infrastructure cope with that is another question when we get very rich media, as the 




Thank you. I guess the time is coming close to the end. In conclusion it seems that like, say 
fifty years ago, in higher education the teacher could just go to the classroom and stand up 
and give a lecture and create an exam. That was managed by one professor. Things have 
been changing because of, one is employer pressure, the more questioning of graduate 
attributes, and the pressure to demonstrate what students learned in higher education. 
Students have to demonstrate to the employer. Also there is an abundance of content on the 
Internet, like OER, open educational resources, so students can actually learn without going 
to a classroom, so that’s another factor, and also, as Mike mentioned the use of technology 
by students, like Web 2.0 and social media. Students are actually using media to generate 
their own content and that we should somehow assess that, the student learning, as well. 
 
At least those three factors are actually pressing us to actually rethink the way we assess 
the student in higher education. It’s not simple. It’s very complicated. There are many factors 
in terms of cost and in resource allocation and so forth. Those realistic factors we have to 
consider. I think that the kind of challenge we are facing right now is that we have to 
consider all those factors to actually properly assess student learning in higher education in 
a university setting. 
 
Let’s conclude our panel discussion and lastly a few words from the OUJ Vice President, Mr. 
































































































































































































もう一つは、コストの問題です。放送大学では、45 分の番組 15 回を作るには 300 万円～








































































































































































通常、ひとつのプログラム制作にかかる費用は 2,000 ドルです。プログラムは 45 分の 15
回分ですから、放送大学さんに比べても相当安いですが、質はかなり良いと思います。なお、
当校の e ラーニングコンテンツは、オープン教育リソースとして、全員に公開しています。
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Mary Thorpe is professor of Educational Technology at the Open University, The Institute of 
Educational Technology, where she was Director from 1995 to 2003. From 2007 to 2010 she was co-
principal of the Practice-based Professional Learning Centre of Excellence in Teaching and Learning 
at the OU. She has extensive experience in course design, development and evaluation and is 
currently Programme Director for the OU Masters in Online and Distance Education and the 
Postgraduate Certificate in Academic Practice. Her research in the field of technology-enhanced 
learning has recently focused on computer-mediated interaction, social networking, work-related 
learning and elearning for the development of practice learning. Projects have been funded by the 
Andrew Mellon Foundation, by the National College for School Leadership and by the UK JISC.  She 
has recently led the development of a website for the professional development of social workers and 
care workers, http://peple.open.ac.uk  Her most recent publication is in the Journal of Computer 
Assisted Learning 27(5)  Thorpe, M. & Edmunds, R. (2011) Practices with technology: learning at the 




2007 年～2010 年、指導および学習における実践的専門教育中核研究センター(the Practice-
based Professional Learning Centre of Excellence in Teaching and Learning)共同センター長。コー
スデザイン、開発、評価分野で豊富な経験を有する。現在、同大学のオンライン・遠隔教育
の修士課程および教育実践(Academic Practice)準修士号(the Postgraduate Certificate)課程プログ
ラム・ディレクター。同氏の ICT 活用学習分野における研究テーマは、コンピューターに
よるインタラクション、ソーシャル・ネットワーキング、職業関連学習、実践学習開発のた
めの e ラーニング。アンドリュー・メロン財団、学校指導力国立カレッジ(the National 
College for School Leadership)、英国情報システム合同委員会より助成を受け、複数のプロジ
ェクトに携わる。最近ではソーシャル・ワーカーとケア・ワーカーの専門能力開発に向けた
ウェブサイト http://peple.open.ac.ukの開発で中心的役割を果たす。最新論文は The Journal of 
Computer Assisted Learning (2011年 27(5)号)掲載の「技術の活用：勉強と仕事の境界線での学
習（”Practices with technology: learning at the boundary between study and work”）」(Edmunds, R.
との共著)。その他の論文については http://iet.open.ac.uk/people/m.s.thorpeをご参照。 
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teaching and learning, curriculum, evaluation and more specifically instructional design. His research 
focuses on learning spaces, blended learning, learning-oriented assessment, authentic learning and 
transformative learning using design-based research. He is widely published and has completed 
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Psychology and a Graduate Diploma in Public Administration from Carleton University, and an 
Honours BA in Psychology from Queens. She is also a registered psychologist (Alberta), specializing 
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of Computer Science, Korea National Open University (KNOU). He had been a Visiting Professor for 
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serving the Dean of Gangwon Campus, the Head of Information & Computer Center, the Head of e-
Learning Center, and the Chairman of Department of e-Learning, the first master program of e-
Learning in Korea, he has been working for KNOU as Director of Digital Media Center, where all of 
KNOU e-learning contents and TV programs are produced. His research interests are in computer 
networks, distributed computing, and ITLET (Information Technology for Learning, Education, and 
Training) as a member of Korean Delegation to ISO/IEC JTC1/SC36 since 2000. Dr. Shon has made 
presentations in many conferences, and he won the Best Paper Award (Gold Medal) in the 24th AAOU 
Annual Conference in 2010. He has also published over 30 scholarly articles in the noted journals and 






ター長、e ラーニング研究科（韓国初の e ラーニング修士課程）長を歴任後、現職。所長を
務めるデジタルメディアセンターは KNOU の全 e ラーニング・コンテンツとテレビ番組を
制作。研究テーマはコンピューター・ネットワーク、分散コンピューティング（distributed 
computing）。2000 年からは ISO/IEC JTC1/SC36 の韓国代表の一人として、学習、教育、研
修のための情報技術（Information Technology for Learning, Education, and Training: ITLET）研
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perspectives on computer-assisted language learning, Routledge Studies” and “Application of social 
presence principles to CSCL design for quality interactions, in Jia, J. (Ed.), Educational stages and 
interactive learning: From kindergarten to workplace training, IGI Global (in printing).” Her current 
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科技大学応用外国語系専任講師。2004 年、米国 FIT 大学院非常勤講師（an adjunct faculty）。
2005 年～2008 年、青山学院大学総合研究所 e ラーニング人材育成研究センター客員研究員。
2008 年～2010 年、大手前大学現代社会学部准教授。共著に”Technologies and Language 
Learning in Japan: Learn Anywhere, Anytime” (pp.38-54)（Levy, M., Blin, F., Siskin, C.B., & 
Takeuchi, O.編）、WorldCALL: International perspectives on computer-assisted language learning, 
Routledge Studies、Application of social presence principles to CSCL design for quality interactions
（Jia, J. 編）、Educational stages and interactive learning: From kindergarten to workplace training, 
IGI Global (刊行予定)。現在の研究テーマは、eラーニングにおける自己管理型学習、オンラ
イン教育プログラム評価、コンピューター支援語学学習、グローバル教育のための革新的コ
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